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ABSTRACT
The hill farm area of North Central Louisiana is 
experiencing a shift from open land farming to forestry.
From 1954 to 1959 the total number of farms in the area 
decreased by 43 percent. Many land owners wish to know 
what the prospects are for successful farming in an area 
that is rapidly losing many of its farms.
The general purpose of this study was to determine 
whether a reallocation of resources or better proportioning 
of factors of production would indicate that open land farm­
ing was still profitable. The specific objective of the 
study was to determine what combination,of resources would 
be necessary to provide $5,000 to the farmer for his labor, 
managerial skill and investment for each of the major farm 
types, i.e., beef, dairy, cotton, and general farming.
The analysis was based on data collected from 24 
better than average resident farmers who obtained not less 
than 75 percent of gross income from the farm unit.
. Analysis of the sample farms revealed that the average 
beef cattle farm consisted of 459 acres, a herd of 86 animals, 
and an annual income above out-of-pocket costs plus deprecia­
tion of $1,761. The average dairy farm consisted of 262
acres with approximately 42 milking cows and an annual income
xviii
above out-of-pocket costs plus depreciation of $3,063. 
Analysis of the cotton farms revealed that the cotton enter­
prise supplemented by complementary enterprises is still 
profitable at current support prices. The average cotton 
farm in the area consisted of approximately 264 acres with 
an annual income above out-of-pocket costs plus depreciation 
of $2,934. The sample general farms emphasized the cotton, 
corn, beef, hog, and timber enterprises. The sample of 
general farms averaged approximately 257 acres and had an 
average annual income above out-of-pocket costs plus depre­
ciation of $1,552.
Model farms were designed for each of the major farm 
types by incorporating the best practices of the sample 
farmers. When it was apparent, however, that the observed 
practices did not conform to latest technological develop­
ments, an additional model was designed, incorporating exper­
iment station recommendations. Ranked on the basis of net 
returns per acre, the model dairy farm ranked first, the 
model cotton farm second, the model general farm third, and 
the model beef farm last. Entry into the cotton and dairy 
enterprise is restricted by state and federal regulations, 
whereas the beef and general farms are not hampered by these 
restraints to entry.
xix
The principal factor contributing to successful 
farming in North Central Louisiana is the debt-free owner­
ship of large farm units. The need for a large farm acreage 
is primarily due to the rough topography and low soil fer­
tility. Census data indicate, however, that more than 60 
percent of the farms in the area are less than 100 acres in 
size. Enlargement of the farm units may not be an .easy task 
since much of the open land consists of small tracts isolated 
by large forested areas. Another obstacle to consolidation 
of the many small farm units is the prevailing high land 
values which exceed the value justified by its agricultural 
productivity.
Existing dairy farms, cotton farms with adequate 
cotton allotments, and general farms offer .the best possi­
bilities for continued successful farming in the hill farm 
area of North Central Louisiana. Small isolated farm units 
that are unable to consolidate into larger units will in all 
probability become idle or revert to timber production as the 





Changes in economic conditions have resulted in an
apparent shift from open land farming to less intensive use
1of land in the hill farm area of North Central Louisiana.
The retreat from open land farming has been of major concern 
to many farmers, businessmen and related industries. Many 
land owners in the area are uncertain about the best use of 
their land resources. They wish to know what the possibil­
ities are for successful farming in an area that is rapidly 
losing many of its farms. Some have expressed the opinion 
that a reallocation of resources, or better proportioning 
of factors of production will prove that open land farming 
can still be profitable in the area.
The magnitude and nature of the change taking place 
in the area is substantiated by Agricultural Census reports. 
From 1954 to 19 59 the total number of farms in the six- 
parish area decreased 42 percent, as compared to 33 percent
1For the purpose of this study the hill farm area of 
North Central Louisiana is comprised of the parishes of 
Bienville, Claiborne, Jackson, Lincoln, Union, and. Webster.
1
for the State. The decrease occurred in both commercial and 
noncommercial farms (Table I). However, it is significant 
that the decrease in commercial farms occurred primarily 
among the groups realizing less than $5,000 gross annual 
income (Table II). By way of contrast commercial farms mak­
ing over $5,000 gross annual income increased in number.
For the hill farm area the increase was 28 percent, whereas 
for Louisiana the increase was only four percent.
Cotton, dairy, poultry, livestock and general farming 
predominate in the hill farm area of North Central Louisiana. 
Only livestock farms increased in number between 1954 and 
1959 (Table III). Cotton and general farming experienced the 
greatest decrease, and the number of dairy farms did not 
change appreciably.
Table IV presents the number of farms within different 
size classifications. More than 60 percent of the farms in 
the area are less than 100 acres in size.
The decrease in number of farms, as well as the trend 
away from field crops to more extensive types of farming has 
caused much of the arable land to lie idle or revert to 
forests. This trend toward more forest development has been 
encouraged by the widespread promotional, campaigns sponsored 
by various forestry enterprises. Additional assistance in
Table I. Number of Commercial Farms, and Noncommercial Farms in Six North Central




; 1954 ; 1959 : Change : 1954 : 1959 : Change
(Number) (Number) (Percent) (Number) (Number) (Percent)
Noncommercial* 6,423 4,618 - 28 50,737 ' 39,726 - 21
Commercial . 3, 028 1,410 - 53 60,498 34,712 - 42
Total 10,403 6, 028 - 42 111,234 74,438 - 33
* Noncommercial - Farms on which the value of farm products sold was between $50 and
$2,499, but the. farm operator worked 100 or more days off the farm, or nonfarm income
to operator or members of his family was greater than value of farm products sold.
** Part of the reduction in total number of farms is the result of a loss of 1,607
farms in■the six parish area and a loss of 11,135 farms in Louisiana because of the 
change in definition of a farm from 1954 to 1959.
Source: United States Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture - Preliminary Series
AC 59-1 (Washington, D. C.: United States Government Printing Office,
December, I960), p.l.
U)
Table II. Change in Number of Commercial Farms in Six North Central Louisiana. Parishes





: Six North Central
Parishes
Louisiana Louisiana
; 1954 ; 1959 ] Change 1954 * 1959 Change
(Number) (Number) (Percent) (Number) (Number) (Percent)
Over $5,000 . 362 464 + 28 11,980 12,497 + 4
$250 to $4,999 2,666 946 - 64 48,474 22,215 - 54
Total 3, 028 1,410 - 53 60,454 34,712 - 42
Source: United States Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture - Preliminary Series
AC 59-1 (Washington, D. C.: United States Government Printing Office, December, 
1960), p. 1.
5
Table III. Number of Predominant Types of Farms in the Six 
Parishes of North Central Louisiana, 1954 and 
1959
Number of farms . Percent 
• changeType 1954 1959
Cotton 1, 771 325 - 82
Livestock 589 712 + 21
Poultry 247 141 - 43
Dairy 154 150 - 2
General 151 32 - 79
Source: United States Bureau Of the Census, Census of
Agriculture - Preliminary Series AC 59-1 
(Washington, D. C.: United States Government
Printing Office, December, 1960), p. 1.
the form of cost sharing and rental payments, has been pro­
vided by the Agricultural stabilization and Conservation 
Agency, which administers the Agricultural Conservation 
Program and the Soil Bank Program. Financial aid from these 
sources has had a considerable influence upon the rate of 
reforestation. The acreage planted to trees under both pro­
grams from the years 1955 to 1959 totaled 87,813 acres or an 
average of 8,441 acres per year under the Agricultural 
Conservation Program and 11,402 acres per year under the 
Soil Bank Program, (Table V ) .
6
Table IV. Farms by Size, North Central Louisiana, 1959
Class
: Number : 





Under 10 acres 436 7.4
10 to 49 acres 1, 850 31.0
50 to 99 acres 1, 352 22.2
100 to 179 acres 1,202 _ 20.1
180 to 259 acres 424 7.1
260 to 499 acres 402 6.7
500 acres and over 294 4.9
Total 5, 960 100.0
Source: United States Bureau of the census, Census of
Agriculture - Preliminary Series AC 59-1 (Washington, 
D. C.: United States Government Printing Office, 
December, 1960), p. 1.
Objectives of the Study^
This study was undertaken to determine what farm 
enterprises are still profitable in the hill farm area of 
North Central Louisiana and to reveal the typical combi­
nations of resources necessary to provide $5,000 to the 
farmer for his labor and marginal skill. More specifically, 
the objectives of this study are:
(1) To analyze above average farms in the area and
Table V. Number of Farms, Acreage, and Payments for Establishing Stands of Forest Trees 
Under the Agricultural Conservation Program and the Soil Bank Program, North 
Central Louisiana, 1955-1959
Programs I 1955 I 1956 ’ 1957 ; 1958 1 1959
Agricultural Conservation Program
Number of farms 417 488 617 621 804
Acreage put in trees 7,338 7,418 8,979 . 7,996 10,476
Dollar payments 36,698 37,091 53,857 47,910 62,898
Soil Bank Program
Number of farms * 28 218 300 660
Acreage put in trees * 1, 220 8,509 9,165 26,712
Dollar payments * 8,691 62,182 63,807 173,092
* Soil Bank Program not in effect.
Source: u. S. Department of Agriculture Commodity stabilization Service, Louisiana
Report of Programs Administered by State and Parish A.S.C. Committees 
(Alexandria: 1958r?1959 and 1959-1960), p. 45 and 53.
develop an explanation for continued farm 
operations on the one hand versus farm abandon­
ment or reversion to forestry on the other.
(2) To design hypothetical model farms returning 
$5,000 to labor, management and investment, 
utilizing data from a sample of above average 
farms and recommendations of the experiment 
stations for the major farm enterprises now 
existing in the area.
Method of Study
Data for this study were obtained by personal inter­
view with 24 farmers in the hill farm area of North Central 
Louisiana. Selection of farms was limited to the five major 
farm types in the area, i.e.., beef, cattle, cotton, dairy, 
poultry and general farms. Parish agricultural agents in 
the parishes of Bienville, Claiborne, Lincoln, Jackson, Union 
and Webster were asked to recommend above average farmers 
meeting the following requirements:
1. The farmers had to be resident owners.
2. Seventy-five percent of gross income had to be 
obtained from the farm.
3. Fifty percent or more of gross income had to be 
obtained from the major farm enterprise. In the
case of the general farms, no one enterprise could 
contribute more- than 45 percent to^gross income.
Six farms from each of the farm .types were selected 
with the exception of the poultry enterprise. Only one farm 
of this type met the above requirements and was willing to 
cooperate.
Once the farms were selected, the enumerator made 
arrangements to spend from two to three days on each farm. 
Detailed information on all phases of the various enterprises, 
as well input-output data, were secured. The data were 
collected in the latter part of 1959. However, the input- 
output data were for the crop year 1958.
The better practices of the outstanding farmers in 
the area were used in designing a hypothetical model farm 
for each of the principal types of farming, each returning 
$5,000 to labor, management and investment. Thus, all 
factors of production were considered as variables. Resources 
were combined in conformance with the practices of the above 
average farmers in the sample. However, where it was apparent 
that none of these were using the latest experiment station 
recommendations, a second model farm was designed using recom­
mended practices of the experiment stations.
Prices and cost data observed on the sample farms 




Costs were divided into two major categories; namely, 
(1) out-of-pocket costs plus depreciation, and (2) total non­
labor production costs.
Out-of-pocket Costs Plus Depreciation - Included in 
this classification are all out-of-pocket costs incurred 
during the year such as feed, fertilizer, seed, hired labor, 
etc. In addition, depreciation on all farm equipment and 
buildings was included. Most farmers make managerial deci­
sions based only on out-of-pocket costs. However, over the 
long run, the farm must be able to replace capital consumed 
in the production process. It is believed that since farming 
is a business, farmers should follow the lead of other busi­
nessmen and set aside funds each year to cover fixed capital 
assets consumed in the production process.
Conspicuously absent from this classification are 
charges for operator and family labor. Most farmers do not 
visualize this as a cost; they look upon their labor as 
being available and without alternative employment value. 
Therefore, returns above all other, costs would be returns to 
labor. Essentially, this is a reasonable viewpoint for 
farmers in the North Central Louisiana area. Alternative ■
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employment opportunities are very scarce in this area. The 
chief alternative available to the majority of the farms is 
abandonment or sale of the farm and migration to another area.
Total Farm Labor Production Costs - This classification 
simply adds interest on investment to out-of-poclcet costs 
and depreciation. Interest on investment is another cost 
that most farmers ignore. Again, it is not considered be­
cause farmers usually cannot conceive of alternative invest­
ments that would return satisfactions equal to those derived 
from farm ownership. This concept is even more valid for 
farmers who fully own their farms rather than have them 
mortgaged. On the other hand, a person contemplating enter­
ing farming should give this cost (interest on investment) 
the utmost consideration.
Investment
Investment was divided into the following general 
classifications:
Land - Investment in land was based on the owners1 
estimates of the per acre value of the land. Land was 
divided into two classes for the purposes of valuation; 
namely open land and woodland. It was assumed the aggregate 
value of the land included the farm dwelling.
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Buildings - Investment' in buildings was based on an 
average of tbe owners' estimate of the value of the buildings 
at the beginning and at the end of the year.
Machinery and Equipment - The owners' estimates of 
the value of machinery and equipment was accepted as the 
current value. However, because of the diversity and differ­
ent ages of the equipment, a standard depreciation rate of
2eight percent was used to determine the end of year value.
It is believed that an eight percent depreciation rate ade­
quately reflects the average life of most general farm 
equipment.
Power Equipment - Investment in power equipment was 
determined by taking an average of the producers' estimate of 
the value at the beginning and at the end of the year.
Livestock - The number of animals was obtained by 
averaging the number on hand at the beginning and at the end 
of the year. The value, of each class of animal was determined 
from the owners' estimates. No allowance for appreciation or 
depreciation was included as it was assumed that appreciation 
would offset depreciation.
2Adapted from Wiegmann, Fred; Anderson, Howard and 
Johnston, James, Costs and Returns on 138 Louisiana Dairy 
Farms,( Bulletin No. 536, Baton Rouge: Louisiana Agriculture 
Experiment Station, June 1960), p. 6.
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In cases where it was found that the farmer was 
attempting to increase the size of the herd, the animals 
withheld from the market were assumed to be sold. The value 
of the herd animals was assumed to have the same value as 
the animals that were actually marketed. Similar values were 
applied to those animals consumed on the farm.
CHAPTER II
AN ECONOMIC FRAMEWORK
Basically, this study may be divided into two distinct 
analytical procedures. First of all, the analysis deals 
with costs and returns of the individual sample farms and 
secondly, the desirable practices observed on the sample 
farms are combined to derive model farms returning $5,000 
above out-of-pocket costs plus depreciation charges. Since 
the first procedure is concerned with the costs on the sample 
farms, a brief review of the economic concepts of costs of 
production is given in this section,and following this re­
view, the essential elements of budgeting and the underlying 
economic principles related to combination of resources are 
briefly discussed.
The Meaning of Costs
In general, costs may be thought of as social.cost or 
accounting cost. Defined in marginal terms: "Social cost is 
the sacrifice to society from having the marginal factor used 
up here so that it is not available for use elsewhere."^ The
"'"Lerner, A. P., The Economics of Control, (New York: 
The Macmillan Company, 1946), p. 75.
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social aspect, however, is not dealt with in this study.
There is no attempt made through the use of empirical data, 
or otherwise, to determine whether resources being used in 
North Central Louisiana would contribute more to society if 
they were used elsewhere.
Cash costs incurred by the farmer in the production 
process are considered as accounting costs. However, for 
the purpose of economic analysis, cash costs, as viewed by 
the fanner, may be too narrow in scope. Cash or out-of- 
pocket expenditures that a farmer incurs during the pro­
duction process are only part of the total cost structure. 
Cash and Non-cash Costs
Cash costs of production correspond to the farmer's 
concept of costs in that they are those costs which are 
usually thought of as the firm's expenses. Payments made by 
the fanner for fertilizer, seed, extra labor, and payments 
of interest and taxes, are examples of cash costs.
Non-cash costs of production are those costs of self- 
employed resources. The farmer's own labor or interest on his 
investment in the farm would be considered non-cash costs.
The farmer is not obligated to make a contractual payment in 
order to obtain the use of self-owned factors of production. 
However, they are considered as a cost, since they could be
16
supplied to other producers for a contractual sum if they 
were not employed by the farmer.
When a farm is earning an amount in excess of all 
costs, including those of the non-cash nature, the additional 
amount constitutes "excess profits" or "economic profit." 
Costs from the Standpoint of Time
Costs are fixed or variable depending upon the period 
of time under consideration. Operating costs which can be 
modified, deferred, or eliminated, at the discretion of the 
operator are considered as variable costs. Costs which have 
already occurred and cannot be altered in one production 
period are fixed costs. In general, with more time available 
for adjustment, more cost items will be considered as vari­
able costs and less will be fixed costs.
Usually the period of time is of such duration that 
there are both variable costs and fixed costs. A time period 
of this length is called a short-run period. A long-run 
period is one so extended that all costs are variable and 
none are fixed.
Cost Curves in the Short Run
"Cost curves are geometrical illustrations of the 
relationship between the rate of output of a firm and the 
rate of expenditure on various inputs. They differ from
17
product curves, therefore, in that we deal with the cost
2instead of the quantities of the inputs." Assuming a price 
of five dollars.for variable inputs and five dollars for the 
fixed inputs, Table VI displays the values of the various 
cost curves based on the production schedule shown in column 
three of the same table.
Total Fixed Cost: Total fixed cost is obtained by
multiplying the quantity of the fixed.input times its price. 
Since the fixed input is constant, total fixed cost is also 
constant. A hypothetical total fixed cost schedule is pre­
sented in the fifth column of Table VI, and is plotted in 
Figure 1. Note that the total fixed cost curve is parallel 
to the output axis and lies above it by the amount of total 
fixed costs.
Total Variable Cost: Total variable cost is obtained
by multiplying the quantity of the variable input times its 
price. Total variable cost must of necessity rise as the 
firm's output increases, since larger outputs require larger 
quantities of variable inputs and, hence larger cost obli­
gations. Total variable cost is directly affected by physi­
cal output. As total product increases at an increasing rate,
2Stigler, G. J., The Theory of Price (Revised Edition: 
New York, The Macmillan Company, 1959), p. 121.
Table VI. Hypothetical Production, Total Cost, and Average Cost Schedules for a Producer*
: Marginal
u Total Total . ;Average ;Average cost
Variable ; Fixed ; Total variable fixed ;Total :variable ; fixed ;Average per
inputs : inputs :product. cost cost .cost : cost ; cost ; cost unit
1 2 3 5 10 15 1.67 3.33 5.00
1.25
2 2 7 10 10 20 1.43 1.43 2.86
1.00
3 2 12 15 10 25 1.25 .83 2.08
.71
4 2 19 20 10 30 1.05 .53 1.59
.83
5 2 25 25 10 35 1.00 . .40 1.40
1.00
6 2 30 30 10 40 1.00 .33 1.33
1.25
■ 7 2 34 35 10 45 1.03 .29 1.32
1.67
. 8 2 37 40 10 50 1.08 . .27 1.35
2.50
9 2 39 45 10 55 1.15 .26 1.41
5.00
10 2 40 50 10 60 1.25 .25 1.50














(column three, Table VI) the rate of increase of total 
variable cost is at a decreasing rate (Figure 1). At the 
point where total product ceases to increase at an increasing 
rate and begins to increase at a decreasing rate, total 
variable cost begins to increase at an increasing rate.
Total Cost: Total cost is obtained by summing total
fixed cost and total variable cost at each level of output.
The total cost curve and total variable cost curve must neces­
sarily have the same shape since they differ only by the 
amount of total fixed cost which is a constant. Thus, at 
each level of output the total variable cost curve lies below 
the total cost curve by an amount equal to total fixed cost.
Marginal Cost Per Unit: Marginal cost per unit is
the increase in total cost divided by the increase in output. 
Marginal cost per unit could also be defined as the increase 
in total variable cost divided by the increase in output.
The marginal cost per unit curve usually is U-shaped 
and its shape comes from that of the total cost curve (Figures 
1 and 2). As long as total cost is increasing at a decreasing 
rate, marginal cost per unit is decreasing. This is true be­
cause the value of each additional variable input is bringing 
forth a greater proportional value in output. Once total 

















per unit will also increase. At this stage, the value of 
each additional variable input is bringing forth a less than 
proportional value in output. At the point of change from 
decreasing to increasing rate on the total cost curve, mar­
ginal cost per unit is at a minimum. In other words, at any 
given level of output, marginal cost per unit can be thought 
of geometrically as the slope of the total cost curve.
Average Fixed Cost: Average fixed cost is total
fixed cost divided by output. Since total fixed cost remains 
the same regardless of output, fixed cost is spread over more 
units of output as output is increased. Hence, the average 
fixed cost curve is downward sloping to the right throughout 
its length (Figure 1). As output increases average fixed 
cost-approaches but never reaches zero.
Average Variable Cost: Average variable cost is
total variable cost divided by output. It follows from the 
definition that average variable cost is dependent upon the 
productive ability of the variable input. Based on the pro­
duction schedule shown in column three of Table VI, average 
variable cost decreases as long as total product increases 
at an increasing rate (column seven of Table VI and Figure 2). 
As the rate of increase of total product reaches a maximum, 
average variable cost reaches a minimum. The value of the
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addition- of the variable input in combination with the value 
of the fixed inputs results at first in a more than propor­
tional increase in value of output. However, as the limits 
of the ability of the fixed inputs to combine efficiently 
with the variable inputs are approached, the resulting total 
product although still increasing is no longer increasing at 
an increasing rate. Consequently, average variable cost 
first goes through a decreasing stage, reaches a minimum, 
then goes through an increasing stage.
Average Total Costs: Since average total costs are a 
summation of both average variable cost and average fixed 
cost the shape of the average total cost curve depends upon 
the efficiency with which both are used. In Table VI variable 
resources are used more.and more efficiently until input 
reaches six units. Up to this point average cost must be 
decreasing, since the efficiency of both fixed and variable 
resources is increasing. Between six and seven units of in-, 
put, average fixed cost decreases but average variable cost 
increases as the use of variable resources become less effi­
cient. The decrease in average fixed cost, however, more 
than offsets the increase in average variable cost so that 
average cost continues to decrease. Beyond eight units of 
input, however, decreases in the efficiency of variable
24
resources more than offset Increases in efficiency of fixed 
resources and average cost rises.
The cost schedules and cost curves discussed above are 
all inclusive. That is, both cash and non-cash costs are 
included. As previously indicated, the operator's labor, 
family labor and returns to investment are not considered as 
a cost in this study. The effect of not including cost of 
labor and returns to investment as a cost is shown in Figure 
3. .Since average cost is made up of both fixed and variable 
cost only the average cost curve is shown. The average cost 
curve and marginal cost curve, designated as AC^ and MC-̂ , 
illustrate the cost structure for a farm where labor and 
returns to investment are considered as a cost, while the 
curves designated as AC2 and MC2 represent the cost structure 
of a farm where these items are not considered as a cost.
Not including labor and returns to investment as a cost 
causes AC2 curve and MC^ curve to fall below curves AC^ and 
MC^- by the amount of the reduction in labor and investment 
costs. This means for example that for two farms with iden­
tical production functions and the same prices attached to 
the inputs, the farm with cost curves similar to AC2 and MC2 
can produce the same output at less cost than the farm with 









Figure 3. Average and Marginal Cost Curves 








that the magnitude of the profit or loss of a farm or firm 
can he influenced by the accounting procedure used. Thus, 
the accounting procedure should conform to the objectives of 
the analysis.
These concepts of total, average and marginal cost 
provide the overall theoretical framework underlying analysis 
of the data presented in this study. Total average and 
marginal cost curves for each farm type, however, were not 
constructed. The analysis was concerned primarily with the 
annual total cost of each farm rather than a synthesis of the 
total costs of the farms into a representative total cost 
curve. Since the farm operators on the sample farms were 
better than average farmers, it was assumed that their level 
of operation would be within the rational area of the total 
cost curve.
Planning Curves
In the above discussion it was assumed that the firm 
or farm already had a stock of fixed factors and that the 
important questions were those concerning the variable inputs 
to be used at each level of output. The long run, however, 
is a period of time so extended that all costs are variable 
and none are fixed. In other words, the operator has complete 
freedom of decision and can combine all resources in any
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proportions he wishes. In the long run then, only two costs 
are important? namely, long run average cost and long run 
marginal cost.
Long Run Average Cost: If it is assumed that for each
possible output there is a short run average cost curve? a 
line drawn tangent to each of these curves would display the 
lowest possible average cost at every output. Thus, the long 
run average cost curve shows the least possible unit cost for 
producing various outputs when the firm or farm has time to 
obtain any desired size of producing units depicted by the 
various short run average cost curves.
The reason why the long run average cost curve first 
declines, reaches a minimum, then rises is due to the princi­
ple of returns to'scale. As plant size is increased there is 
greater utilization of indivisible resources. In addition, 
there are possibilities of other resources becoming special­
ized. For example, on a family farm the operator must be the 
proverbial "Jack of all trades" but on a large plantation it 
would pay to hire specialists to manage the different enter­
prises with a manager to coordinate all the enterprises. The 
average cost curve on a family farm would be comparable to 
SRAC-^, and that of a plantation to SRAC3 (Figure 4) . The 
movement from SRAC^ to SRAC3 is a movement down the LRAC








curve or a movement through the stage of decreasing costs to 
the stage of constant costs. However, if the manager of the 
plantation attempted to expand the operations to SRAC^, he 
would begin to experience increasing costs to scale. The 
manager would find that he was less able to give attention 
to details. More and more authority would have to be dele­
gated to subordinate managers and foremen. There are limits, 
however, to which such authority can be delegated with success. 
Thus the limiting factor to expansion beyond the point of 
constant costs is management itself.
Long Run Marginal Cost: The definition of long run
marginal cost is basically the same as that of short run 
marginal cost with the exception that the cost change is 
viewed from the long run rather than the short run. The long 
run marginal cost curve as depicted in Figure 4, intercepts 
the long run average cost curve at its minimum point. The 
significance of the long run marginal cost schedule is that 
it reveals, assuming a perfectly competitive market, the best 
long run output to produce and the optimum size of plant to 
operate, given a marginal revenue schedule.
The basic framework within which the model farms in 
this study were designed corresponds to the long run average 
cost curve. However, no attempt was made to determine the
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optimum size farm. The limitation of a $5,000 return to the 
operator for his labor and managerial skills prevented this. 
Therefore, the cost or level of operation of the model farms 
correspond to a point on the long run average cost curve 
where returns above out-of-pocket costs plus depreciation 
are equal to $5,000.
Selection and Combination of Enterprises
Basically, the selection and combination of enterprises 
in a farm operation relies upon a budgeting procedure. Budg­
eting may be defined as planning for the future uses of 
resources. The economic motivation behind the planning pro­
cess is the anticipation of increased profits. Assuming no 
changes in the level of technology and excluding windfall 
gains, profits may be increased by either lowering average 
cost relative to average revenue, raising average revenue 
relative to average cost or by simultaneously raising average 
revenue and lowering average cost. Assuming farmers operate 
within a perfectly competitive market; it is almost impossible 
for them to alter the average revenue schedule. Thus, to 
maximize net income the farmer is usually concerned with 
either lowering the average cost curve or producing the prod­
uct, or combination of products, that results in the greatest 
net returns. A person making use of the budgeting technique,
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then, is attempting to achieve either a least cost combination 
of factors or the highest profit combination of products, or a 
combination of both.
The underlying economic principal for the determination 
of the least cost combination of factors and highest profit 
combination of products is the principle of marginal rate of 
substitution. The marginal rate of factor substitution refers 
to the amount that one resource is decreased for each unit 
increase of input of another resource in producing a given 
quantity of a product. When applied to an inter-product 
relationship it refers to the amount by which output of one 
product is decreased for each unit increase in output of 
another product when the quantity and combination of factors 
is held constant. This economic principle is used to deter­
mine least cost combination of factors and highest profit 
combination of products as follows.
Least Cost Combination - The optimum economic propor­
tion in which to use two production factors is that com­
bination which will produce the greatest output at the least 
cost. Iso-product curves and iso-cost curves are used to 
illustrate the principle. An iso-cost curve represents all 
possible combinations of two factors that can be purchased 
at the same cost. An iso-product curve represents the
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various combinations of the two factors that can be used to 
obtain an equal amount of a given product. The least cost 
combination of the two factors to use for a given level of 
product is at the point of tangency of the iso-cost curve 
and the iso-product curve. At this point the ratio of the 
marginal rate of substitution between the two factors is 
equal to the ratio of the price of the two factors. The 
relationship is illustrated in Figure 5.
The relationship between factors to produce a given 
product can be one of no substitution, linear substitution, 
or diminishing substitution. Factors usually substitute at 
decreasing rates, as shown. However, as it was not feasible 
for our purpose here to develop substitution curves similar 
to those shown in Figure 5, it was assumed, in most cases 
where the principle was applied, that a linear relationship 
existed. Under these conditions the factor resulting in the 
lowest cost was used. In cases where it was believed that a 
diminishing substitution rate existed, it was assumed that 
the most efficient farmers' combination of the factors was 
-approaching an optimum. For the purpose of this study it is 
believed the degree of error introduced would not liltely be 
excessive.
Highest Profit Combination - The optimum economic 











combination which will result in the greatest net returns 
for a given quantity of resources. Iso-revenue curves and 
iso-cost curves can be used to illustrate the choice of an 
optimum combination. The iso-cost curve represents the total 
cost of producing the two products in various proportions.
The iso-cost curve can be viewed- as the "opportunity cost" 
curve as it shows costs in terms of quantities of an alter­
native product given up. The product sacrificed can be 
looked upon as the input while the product gained is the out­
put. The iso-revenue curve defines all of the possible com­
binations of two products which will bring in the same amount 
of revenue. At the point of tangency between the iso-cost 
curve and the iso-revenue curve, the marginal rate of sub­
stitution of the two products is equal to the price ratio of 
the two products and maximum revenue is obtained at this 
product combination. The relationship is illustrated in 
Figure 6.
The relationship between competing products can be 
also one of constant, increasing or decreasing substitution. 
The degree or direction of curvature of the product substi­
tution curve is dependent upon the production functions of 
the products. However, as it was not feasible for our pur­












in Figure 6, the basic assumption made in this study was that 
most of the products substituted at a constant rate. Thus, 
selection of enterprises was made on the basis of net returns. 
In those cases where it was believed that the substitution 
rate was other than■constant, it was assumed that the product 
combination of the most efficient farmers was at an optimum.
As with the dual-factor relationship, it is believed, the 
degree of error introduced would be relatively minor.
CHAPTER III




Three of the beef cattle farms were located in 
Claiborne Parish, two in Union and one in Webster. Coastal 
plain soils ranging in color from reddish-brown and brownish- 
gray to light brown are the dominant soils in the area. The 
topography is generally hilly or rolling with relatively 
fertile flat lands among the hills.
Table VII presents a general summary of the six beef 
cattle farms included in the study. The farms are arranged 
according to size of annual income above out-of-pocket costs 
plus depreciations and identified by number. Farm Number 
One had the highest .annual income of the group and Farm 
Number Six provided the lowest annual income.
Net returns above out-of-pocket costs plus deprecia­
tions ranged from a low of nine dollars to a high of $2,543. 
On a per acre basis, net returns ranged from $ .09 to $8.68 
The farms ranged in size from 143 acres to 825 acres 
and averaged 440 acres. Herd size ranged from 33 to 167, but 
the size of the herd was not directly related to the size of 
the farm.
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Table VII. General Summary Table, Six 
1958-59
Beef Cattle Farms, North Central Louisiana,
Farms :
Returns above out-of-pocket 
costs plus depreciation* 
Net Per acre






(Dollars) (Dollars) (Number) (Acres) (Dollars)
One 2,543 8.68 63 293 38,585
Two 2,092 4.42 106 473 90,174
Three 1,793 2.17 167 825 99,910
Four 1, 731 4.99 93 347 76,336
Five- 1,461 2.62 60 557 67,105
Six 9 .06 33 143 29,465
Average
all farms 1,605 3 .82 87 440 66,929
* A charge for operators' labor and interest on investment was not included.
u>oo
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The average age of the farmers in this group was 51 
years, and they had an average of 12 years of education.
The average size of the farm family was four (Table VIII).
All of the farms were free of real estate debt, and short 
term' loans during the past year had been used by only three 
of the farm operators.
The proportion of total gross income received from the 
beef cattle enterprise ranged from a low of 5 2 percent to a 
high of 96 percent, with an average of 72 percent. Three of 
the farmers received additional income from hog enterprises, 
and two from cotton enterprises. Off farm work and oil 
leases provided less than five percent of gross income on 
any of these six farms.
In general the farms presented a prosperous appearance. 
The farm homes were in a good state of repair and contained 
most modern conveniences. Barns were large and adequate and 
in a good state of repair. An adequate water supply was 
available to all farms, in the form of shallow wells, ponds, 
streams, or natural springs. One outstanding characteristic 
of the group of sample farms was that there was approxi­
mately 0.2 of an acre of bottom land soils for each acre of 
hill soils.
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Table VIII. Age, Educational Level of Operator and Size of 





: Size of 
family*
(Years) (Years) (Number)
One 63 10 3
Two 38 13 4
Three 30 12 6
Four 54 11 4
Five 66 12 2
Six 54 11 2
Average 51 12 4
*lncludes farm operator, wife and children.
Detailed Analysis:
In order to emphasize the gains or losses that can be 
obtained from a specified beef cattle operation, the analysis 
in this section was confined exclusively to beef cattle input- 
output relationships.
Labor Inputs
Labor requirements varied considerably among the farms.
Variations were due primarily to the size of the herd and
source of feed. Most of the farm labor was used to produce 
feed and maintain pastures (Table IX).
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Table IX. Annual Labor Requirements for the Operation of 
Six Beef Cattle Farms, North Central Louisiana, 
1958-59
Farms
* : Item : •
z  •
': Feeding
: Feed crops and 
: Pasture : Other* : Total
(Hours)
One 244 . 0 588. 9 108. 0 940.9
Two 304.0 953. 7 107.0 1364.7
Three 315.0 1579.5 280.0 2174.5
Four 272.0 1044.2 180.0 1496.2
Five 102.0 637.1 124,0 863.. 1
Six 60. 8 682 .6 84.0 827 .4
*Other consists of castrating, spraying, pasture clipping and 
fence maintenance.
Peak labor requirements occurred during the hay and 
corn harvest in the months of June, July, September, and 
October. Wage hands were hired to help harvest these crops, 
but farm family labor was adequate to meet labor needs the 
rest of the year.
Farm Equipment
One or more tractors with adequate tillage equipment 
were used on the sample farms. The equipment was modern and 
well cared for.
Farm Buildings
Each farm had a large central barn with one or more 
barns designed especially for hay storage. The age of the 
barns ranged from 15 to 40 years. Loafing barns, temporary 
shelters, and special grain storages or silos were not used. 
Livestock could seek shelter in wooded areas during periods 
of adverse weather.
Management Practices
Pasture - The proportion of land devoted to pasture 
varied from a low of 104 acres to a high of 675 acres (Table 
X ) . Land devoted to feed crop production varied from a low 
of 32 acres to a high of 150 acres.
Acreage that could be considered as improved perma­
nent pasture was provided on two farms, although the hay
meadows on three of the farms were used as improved pasture
1for grazing purposes after the hay was harvested. The 
improved pastures were used to provide early spring grazing 
and to supplement the unimproved pastures during the hot 
summer months. Slightly more than half an acre of improved
"''Pasture was considered improved if it had been 
broken, seeded, and fertilized in the five years immediately 
preceding the year the observations were made for this study.
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Table-X. Use of Land for Beef Cattle Production, Six Beef
Cattle Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
z Farms





Unimproved permanent 95 286 675 148 277 34
Temporary winter 40 91 — 40 .— 50
Woodland pasture 85 60 — 101 198 20
Total pasture 258 437 675 289 525 104
Feed crops 
Corn 14 30 38 27 3 0
Hay meadow 35 22 120 2 0 5 9
Total feed crops 35 36 150 58 32 39
Total all land 293 473 825 347 557 143
permanent pasture per head was provided on the two farms 
(Table XI).
Four of the operators depended entirely upon unimproved 
pasture for the summer pasture program. Pastures of this 
type ranged from a low of one acre per head to 4.6 acres per 
head.
Woodland acreage was used as a source of summer and 
winter forage on all the farms. . The acreage used varied with
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Table XI. Acres of Pasture Per Head, Six Beef Cattle Farms,
North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
: FarmsType of pasture : One : Two : Three : Four■ :Five : Six
Pasture
Open permanent 2.1 2.7
(Acres) 
4.0 1.6 5.4 1.0
Improved .'6 - - - .8
Unimproved 1.5 2.7 4.0 1.6 4.6 . 1.0
Temporary winter . 6 .9 - .4 1.5
Woodland pasture 1.3 .6 — 1.1 3.3 .6
Total all
pasture 4.0 4.2 4.0 3.1 8.7 3.1
Total acres per
head of beef 4.6 4.5 4.9 3.7 9.3 4.3
the amount of timber: . land on the farm and the stage of timber
growth. Pasture of this type ranged from -0.6 of an acre to 
3.3 acres per head.
Temporary winter pasture was provided on four farms at 
the rate of 0.4 to 1.5 acres per head. The winter pastures 
consisted of oats or oats in combination with rye grass and 
crimson clover.
Feeding - The winter feeding program for the brood
cows, heifers and bulls started near the last week in 
November or the first week in December and continued until 
the middle or latter half of March.
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Winter feeds consisted of cottonseed meal, crushed 
corn, and grass hay or oat hay or a combination of these.
The amount of winter feed per head varied considerably 
(Table XII). Even when converted to total digestible nutri­
ents the variation ranged from 652 pounds to 3,029 pounds 
per cow (Table XIII).
Breeding - The breeding herds on five of the farms 
were predominately high grade brood cows and pure bred bulls. 
One farm had Hereford bulls and low grade brood cows with 
some Brahman characteristics (Table XIV).
A controlled breeding program to obtain fall drop 
calves was used on only one of the six farms. On the other 
farms, the bulls were pastured with the cows and heifers and 
resulted in more than 75 percent of the calves being dropped 
from January through May. The percentage calf crop ranged 
from a low of 67 percent to a high of 98 percent.
Investment
Total investment in the beef enterprise ranged from 
$29,465 to $99,910 (Table XV). The beef herd and land were 
the two principal investment items. Investment in land 
ranged from 57 percent to 63 percent of total investment. 
Investment in the beef herd ranged from 18 to 24 percent 
of total investment.
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Table XII. Quantities of Feed Consumed Per Head, Six Beef
Cattle Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59






























Total hay 1.9 1.2 1 1.2 .6 .5
* Corn, cob and shuck meal.
** Other consists of salt and minerals.
Table XIII. Total Digestible Nutrients Consumed Per Head, 
Six Beef Cattle Farms, North Central Louisiana, 
1958-59
: Farms
Feed : One : Two: Three : Four : Five : Six
Cottonseed meal 130 190
(Pounds)
286 178 328
Corn* - 351 286 1,682 911 966
Grass hay 788 156 366 344 450 469
Oat hay 972 694 - 717 -
Total T.. D. N 1, 890 1, 391 652 . 3,029 1,539 1, 763
* Corn, cob and shuck meal.
Table XIV. Herd Size, Predominant Breed, and Percentage Calf Crop, Six Beef Cattle Farms, 
North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
Item One Two
Farms
Three Four Five six
Pure bred cows and.heifers 
(number)




























Hereford Hereford Brahman Hereford Hereford Hereford
94 70 67 79 98 79
Calving system Free run Free run Free run Free run Free run .Fall drop
Table XV. Investment in Beef 
Louisiana, 1958-59
Enterprise, Six Beef Cattle Farms, North Central
Item Farms: One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
(Dollars)
Beef herd* 8,410 17,040 23,900 17,800 6, 750 5,188
Buildings 3,450 4,975 4,900 3, 200 3,950 1, 500
Land 22,000 59,892 61, 980 . 48,320 51, 080 19,650
Power equipment 1, 918 5, 620 4,820 3, 905 3, 833 1,691
Other equipment 2,807 2,647 4,310 3, 111 1,492 1,436
Total 338,585 90,174 99,910 76,336 67,105 29,465




Total annual costs,, excluding a charge for operator 
and family labor, ranged from a low of $4,761 to a high of 
$9,561 (Table XVI). The principal items of expense, were 
pasture and harvested or purchased feeds.
Included in total returns are the receipts obtained 
from the sale of calves plus a computed sales value for 
calves withheld from the market to increase the herd and • 
those consumed on the farm. Payments from the Agricultural 
Conservation Program and Brucellosis condemnation payments 
were also included as income.
Returns, above out-of-pocket costs plus depreciation, 
ranged from $9 to $2,543 (Table XVII). Only one farm dis­
played a profit when total non-labor costs were considered. 
Economic Evaluation of Six Beef Cattle Farms
Farm One appeared to be the most efficient of the six 
sample farms. The net return per head, above out-of-pocket 
costs and depreciation, was more than double that of the 
other farms (Table XVIII). This was due mostly to the fact 
that Farm One had the best balanced pasture and wihter:..ifeed- 
ing program. Adequate forage was provided from late February 
to mid-November by supplementing approximately 1.5 acres of 
unimproved pasture per head with 0.6 of an acre of improved
Table XVI. Farm Costs, Six Beef Cattle Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
I Farms





Unimproved permanent 48 126 425 117 119 23
Woodland 20 19 35 28 7
Temporary winter 842 2,067 — 927 1, 132
Total pasture 1, 222 2, 212 425 1, 079 733 1,162
Feed
Home grown 304 1, 019 2,476 1, 138 621 855
Purchased 314 1,005 — 2, 738 1, 110 540
Total feed 6 IS 2,024 2,476 3, 876 1,731 1, 395
Hired Labor 131 104 507 152 . 200 172
Miscellaneous 685 620 1, 196 756 489 239
Depreciation 704 897 1, 065 545 697 585
Farm insurance — — — 43 —
Taxes 68 20 — 57 145 29
Interest on investment 
at four percent 1,543 3,607 3,996 3, 053 2,684 1,179
Total of all costs 4,971 ' 9,484 9,665 9,561 6, 679 4,761
Table XVII. Some Costs 
1958-59























One 5,971 3,428 2, 543 1,543 1, 000
Two 7,969 5,877 2, 092 3,607 - 1,515
Three 7,462 5,669 1, 793 3,996 - 2,203
Four 8,239 6,508 1, 731 3, 053 — 1,322
Five 5,456. 3,995 1,461 2,684 - 1,223
Six 3, 591 3,582 9 .1,179 - 1,170
U1H
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Table XVIII- Returns Per Head, Six Beef Cattle Farms,





: costs plus- 
: depreciation
: Returns above 
: out-of-pocket 
: costs plus 
: depreciation
(Dollars)
One 99.51 57.12 42.39
Two 75.18 55.43 19.75
Three 44.68 33.18 11.50
Four 88.59 69.98 18.61
Five 86.60 66. 58 ' 20.02
Six 108.81 108.53 .28
* Does not include interest on investment or cost of
operator and family labor.
pasture and ■1.3 acres of woodland pasture. Nevertheless,
this pasture and feeding program can be criticized on two 
points. First, the operator of Farm One, as well as three 
of the other farmers, provided the herd with winter pastures. 
However, cattle T.D.N. requirements can be supplied at less 
cost through corn and grass hay. The cost of T.D.N. from the 
only winter pasture that furnished grazing throughout the 
winter, in addition to a harvest of hay, was three cents per 
pound. T.D.N. from corn or hay could have been purchased 
for less (Table XIX). Second, based on the data presented 
in Table XIX, it appears that Farm Operator One could have 
reduced feed costs by substituting corn for cottonseed meal
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Table XIX. Annual Cost of Purchased Feeds and Home Grown 
Feeds Per Pound: of Available T. D. N., Six 
Beef Cattle Farms, North Central Louisiana, 
1958-59*
Feed 2 Farms
• One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
Purchased feeds 
Cottonseed meal .05
(Dollars per pound) 
.05 —  .05 .05 . 05
Corn — — — .018 — —
Hay — —— — .025 .030 —
Home grown feeds 
Corn . 010 . 009 . 009 .009 . 021
Oat hay** .005 . 006 — .008 --- —
Grass hay .003 .006 ■ .012 .008 .010 .010
* Does not include cost of operator or family labor.
** The cost of producing oat hay includes the farmer's
estimate of harvesting cost and the cost of the final 
application of nitrogen.
in the winter ration. The basic reason for feeding cottonseed 
meal, according to the farmers, was to add protein to the 
winter ration. However, protein in excess of recommended 
amounts was already being furnished by the corn., oat hay and 
grass hay that were available (Table XX).
Low returns per head on Farms Two and Five were 
primarily due to inefficient utilization of pastures and 
less efficient winter feeding programs. Both farmers reported
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Table XX. Pounds.of Digestible Protein Per Head Available 
in the Winter Ration from Feeds Other Than 
Cottonseed Meal, Six Beef Cattle Farms, North 
Central Louisiana, 1958-59*
; FarmsFeed
One: Two : Three: Four: Five : Six
(Pounds)
Corn, cob and shuck meal — 28 40 133 72 76
Grass hay 68 52 73 27 39 40
Oat hay 94 105 — 70 — —
Total 162 185 113 230 Ill . 116
* Pounds of digestible protein recommended for a 1,000 
pound wintering pregnant cow by the National Research 
Council is 97.6 pounds.
that their herds were unable to utilize all of the forage 
produced.
On the other hand, low returns per head on Farm Four 
were primarily due to high winter feed costs because pastures 
were over-stocked. This lack of forage forced the cows to 
enter the winter season at less than peak condition. As a 
result, the herd required.extra rations of hand feeds.
The operator of Farm Six attempted to carry calves 
through the winter. The farmer planned to winter the calves 
on an oat and crimson clover winter pasture supplemented
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with small rations of corn, cottonseed meal and Coastal 
Bermuda hay. However, the failure of the winter pasture 
required more hand feeding and an increase in the concen­
trate ration. Thus, even though the farmer obtained the 
highest gross returns per head, net returns were the lowest, 
of all the farms (Table XVIII).
An unusually extensive beef production program was 
followed on Farm Three. Low grade cattle were grazed on 
very low grade pasture. The herd obtained winter feeding 
from summer residues left on the pastures. Cows that dropped 
early calves and appeared■unable to make it through the 
winter were brought to the farmstead and fed a light corn and 
hay ration. The weakness of both the pasture and feeding 
program is indicated by the fact that first, the calf crop 
was the lowest of all the farms. Second, the calves averaged 
only 350 pounds when sold, and third, the calves brought 
$2.00 per hundredweight less than the next lowest price 
received by the other farmers.
Hypothetical Models Yielding $5,000 Income 
Above Out-of-Pocket Costs Plus Depreciation
This section presents two model farms, each returning 
approximately $5,000 above out-of-pocket costs and depre­
ciation. This is the return to the operator for his labor,
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managerial skill, and investment. One model (A) results 
from a synthesis of desirable practices observed on the six 
above average beef cattle farms in the area. The second 
model (B) incorporates pasture and feeding practices recom­
mended by Louisiana experiment stations. The two models 
provide an effective contrast by reflecting the extensive 
practices currently followed by the farmers and the more in­
tensive practices recommended by the experiment stations. 
Investment
Investments for the model farms were based upon 
observations and data obtained in the analysis of the sample- 
of six beef cattle farms.
The cow herd was assumed to consist of good quality 
Hereford brood cows valued at $150 per cow, heifers at $75 
and bulls at $500.
Open land was valued at $126 per acre, but for each 
acre of open land it was necessary to add 0.23 acres,at $60 
per acre, to allow for woodland, wasteland and homestead 
areas associated with hill farms in Nbrth Central Louisiana. 
The aggregate value of the farmland was assumed to include
the value of the dwelling.
Investment in barns was limited to simple hay barns 
to provide adequate storage for 400 tons of. hay. A nominal . 
investment in power equipment amounted to $8,137.
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Miscellaneous expenses and depreciation charges were 
allocated on a per head basis at the rate of $7.87 and $6.84, 
respectively, to correspond with costs experienced by the 
farms in the sample.
Assumptions
Returns to Model Farms A and B are based on;
1. A 90 percent calf crop.-
2. An 11 percent replacement rate, due to an assumed 
eight percent culling rate and three percent death loss. .
3. A mid-winter calf crop beginning in January and 
continuing through late February and early March with the 
calves to be marketed in the latter part of September. The 
cows of Model Farm A are assumed to average 800 pounds and 
the calves 428 pounds. The calves are assumed to be sold at 
$22 per hundredweight and the cows at $14 per hundredweight. 
These were the average market weights and prices received by 
the sample farms. The. cows of Model Farm B are assumed to 
average 1,000 pounds and the calves 455 pounds due to the 
higher quality forage provided. Prices are assumed to be $25 
per hundredweight for the calves. This was $1.00 less than 
the price received by the farmers for the highest quality 
calves marketed. However, some of the high quality calves 
marketed by the farmers were 4-H show calves. The cull cows
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of Model Farm B are assumed to bring the same price as those
of Model Farm A.
Organization and Management of Extensive Model A '
Pasture - The pasture program of Model Farm A would 
consist of 1.5 acres of unimproved pasture and 0.6 of an acre 
of improved pasture per head. It is assumed that the improved 
pasture, consisting of a mixture of Common Bermuda, Kobe 
Lespedeza, and Crimson Clover, would provide grazing beginning 
in the latter part of February and continuing through early 
spring. The herd could then be transferred to the unimproved 
pasture to take advantage of lush spring growth. The improved 
pasture could be used to supplement the unimproved pasture 
during periods of inadequate growth.
Feeding - Feeds used on Farm A would consist essenti­
ally of corn and hay. The only change from the feeding pro­
gram followed by the sample of beef farms is the omission of 
cottonseed meal from the ration. The amount of feed needed 
to carry a cow through the winter was obtained by averaging 
the amount of T.D.N. fed by four of the farms in the sample 
which seemed to have an appropriate feeding program. This 
consisted of approximately 1,643 pounds of T.D.N. per cow 
and could have been supplied by feeding 3,821 pounds of 
Common.Bermuda hay. However, Robinson found that cows
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wintered on Common Bermuda hay alone, not only had lower
calf crops, but settling with calves was delayed and con-
2sequently calves were dropped later in the season. There­
fore, corn is recommended as a supplement to the winter 
ration. The winter ration is assumed to consist of 2,760 
pounds of Common Bermuda hay and 8.6 bushels of corn, cob, 
and shuck meal per head.
Land acreage required to produce this ration was 
based on average yields obtained by the sample farms 
(Appendix Tables 1 and 2). Thus, it was found that it would 
require 0.8 of an acre per cow to produce the necessary hay
and 0.2 of an acre per cow to produce the supply of corn
required for the winter ration. In addition, since the hay 
would be harvested in late May or early June, the hay meadow 
could be used for grazing the rest of the year.
The annual cost of maintenance and establishment of
the pasture, hay, and corn acreage is presented in Appendix 
Tables 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7. Under existing farm programs, $11 
of the $21.52 establishment cost may be paid for by the 
government. Therefore, the actual cost to the .farmer for
2Robinson, N. W. , "High Quality Hay Cuts Feed Cost," 
Louisiana Agriculture, Volume IV, No. 1 (Fall 1960), pp. 14- 
15.
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establishment of the Common Bermuda pasture mixture would 
be $10.52.
The Cow Herd - it is assumed that the beef herd of 
Model Farm A would consist of high grade brood cows and pure 
bred Hereford bulls. The size of the.cow herd needed to 
provide a $5,000 income to the operator of Farm A  was deter- 
mined by computing the gross returns that could be expected 
from the sale of a calf and subtracting the annual cost of 
carrying the brood cow and calf. The net returns figure was 
then deflated to compensate for 10 percent of the cows that 
would not calve and an additional 11 percent for the calves 
saved for replacement purposes. The deflated net returns 
figure was divided into the desired net income to obtain the 
number of brood cows needed..
Labor Inputs - Labor requirement is not a serious 
problem of the beef cattle enterprise. On the contrary, the 
problem is one of finding alternative uses for the operator's 
labor when it is not needed on the farm. Appendix Table 8 
presents a monthly schedule of labor that would be needed to 
operate Model Farm A.
Costs and Returns - Table XXI presents a summary of 
the costs and returns for Model Farm A. Gross returns total 
$11,195 and cash or out-of-pocket costs plus depreciation














Total out-of-pochet and 
depreciation costs
107 (428 lbs.) at $22 per cwt. 
10 (800 lbs.) at $14 per cwt.
93 acres at $7.50 per acre 
232 acres at $1.55 per acre 
124 acres at $15.99 per acre 
31 acres at $22.75 per acre 
110 acres at $ .34 per acre
$7.03 per cow (X 155 beef herd) 
$6.84 per cow (X 155 beef herd) 













Net returns above cash costs plus depreciation 
Returns per cow 
Returns per acre





Net returns above interest on investment ($5,174 - $4,111) 1,063
total $.6,021, which results in a net return of $5,174 to the
■ operator for his labor, managerial shills-, and investment.
Each cow in the herd contributes $33.38 of the income. On a 
per acre basis, each acre of the operator's land returns $8.77. 
However, it must be emphasized that interest on investment 
has not been included as a cost. The capital investment 
required for Model Farm A is $102,783 (Table XXII). When 
interest on investment, computed at four percent, is counted 
as a cost, the operator's returns to labor and managerial 
skill diminishes to $1,063. A young man contemplating beef 
farming in North Central Louisiana should be fully aware of 
the significance of these figures.
Organization and Management of Intensive Model B
Model Farm B differs from Model Farm A only in that 
the pasture and winter feeding program has been modified to 
incorporate the latest experiment station recommendations 
concerning fertilizer use, pasture management, and winter 
feeding.
Pasture - Experimental results have shown that it is
possible to substitute fertilizer for land in the production
3of a given crop. The products marketed from the beef cattle 
3Sullivan, Gene D. and Fred H. Wiegmann, The Optimum 
Level of Nitrogen and Its Substitution for Land in Corn 
Production, ' (D.A.E. circular No. 272, Baton Rouge; Louisiana
Agricultural Experiment Station,.. 1960) .









Woodland, homestead, etc. 110
Total land 
Farm equipment
at $150 per cow $20,400
at $ 75 per heifer 1,125
at $500 per bull 2,000
$23,525
4,041
acres at $126 $60,480
acres at $ 60 6,600
$67,080
8,137
Total capital investment $102,783
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enterprise are the calves. Thus, the beef cattle farmer with 
limited acreage can increase the number of calves produced 
by increasing the carrying capacity of the pasture through 
increased,applications of fertilizer. Model Farm B is 
designed on this basis..
The North Louisiana Hill Farm Experiment Station has 
conducted experiments for many years to find a dependable 
forage crop adapted to soil and climatic conditions prevail­
ing in North Central Louisiana. In recent years Coastal 
Bermuda grass has been round to provide a source of high 
quality forage. coastal Bermuda efficiently utilizes large 
applications of fertilizer resulting in significantly greater 
yields of forage per acre. It was found that a pasture 
mixture containing Coastal Bermuda, White Clover, and Rye 
Grass, under average rainfall, management, and production 
practices, will furnish grazing from approximately February 
15 to approximately November 15. Robinson indicates that 
with applications of 400 pounds of Ammonium Nitrate and 500 
pounds of 0-14-14, this pasture could be expected to carry 
one brood cow per acre.^ These recommendations are incor­
porated in Model B's pasture program, which is designed to
^Personal interview with N. W. Robinson, Associate 
Professor, at the North Louisiana Hill Farm Experiment 
Station.
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include one acre of Coastal Bermuda pasture mixture per
cow. ' .
Feeding - Model Farm B's feeding program is based on
the findings of a study conducted by N. W'. Robinson at the
5North Louisiana Hill Farm Experiment Station, Robinson
found that cows wintered on Coastal Bermuda hay (eight per­
cent protein content) and grazed on pastures that had a 
residue of dried Coastal Bermuda grass, came through the 
winter in excellent, condition and produced high quality 
calves.. Robinson also reported that each cow consumed about 
2,500 pounds of hay during the wintering period. Thus, the 
winter ration on Model Farm B was assumed to be 2,500 pounds 
of Coastal Bermuda hay per cow.
Land acreage'required to produce this ration is based 
on average yields obtained by the North Louisiana Hill Farm 
Experiment Station. Experiment station results indicate that 
approximately 6.8 tons of hay can be harvested per acre when 
400 pounds of nitrogen, 50 pounds of phosphorus, and 50 
pounds of potassium are applied. This means that approxi- . 
mately 0.18 of an acre per cow is needed to supply the hay 
needed for the winter season. However,.since there is
5 .Robinson, op. cit., p.
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limited acreage of pasture per cow, additional "hay should he 
maintained in case of pasture■failure. An evaluation of 
rainfall and pasture production data for the region suggests, 
that one year in three,- rainfall during some parts of August, 
September, and October is insufficient to maintain adequate 
forage growth.^ Therefore, an additional 227 pounds of hay 
per head should be produced and stored each year in anticipa­
tion of pasture failure. To supply this additional hay, 
another 0.02 of an acre is needed.
The average annual cost for maintenance of pasture and 
hay meadow is presented in Appendix Ta^ les 9 .10, and the
establishment cost can be found in Appendix Tables 11 and 12.
Cost sharing by government is.assumed in the establish­
ment of both the permanent pasture and the hay meadow. Thus, 
the total cost of establishing the permanent pasture would 
be $27.44 per acre and the hay meadow would be $25.. 52 per acre.
Labor Inputs = The labor requirements of Farm B are 
greater than Farm A, due to the larger herd. May, July and 
October are the months of peah labor requirements, as these 
are the months when hay is harvested (Appendix Table 13).
6Woolf, Willard and Fred Wiegmann, "Data for Planning 
Beef Production and Pastures in the Alluvial and Upland Area 
of Louisiana.' (D.A.E. Circular No. 228, Baton Rouge; 
Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station, 1958, p. 39.)
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Additional labor is usually hired to bring in the .hay 
c r o p . r . •
Costs and Returns - Table XXIII presents a summary 
of the costs and returns for Model Farm B. Net returns per 
cow total $18.75 and returns per acre total $12.71. The 
major cost item of Model Farm B are the pastures, which make 
up 56 percent of the total cost.
Table XXIV presents the capital investment of Farm B. 
When interest on investment at four percent is counted as a 
cost, the net returns to the operator's labor and managerial 
skills diminish to $1,199.
Table XXV presents a summary of the two Model Farms.
A comparison of the two indicates that although the total 
acreage of land needed to obtain a net return of $5,000 can 
be decreased considerably, the total annual capital outlay 
must be increased substantially. The plan followed in 
designing Farm B reduces total acreage by 171 acres. It 
increases returns per acre by $3.94 over Model Farm A. On 
the other hand, total annual cash outlay is increased by 
$12,979 over Farm A. In other words, an operator who 
attempted to utilize his land as intensively as Farm B would 
have to spend $3.36 for a net returns of one dollar as com­
pared to only $ .95 if he used land less intensively. This












Total out-of-pocket plus 
depreciation costs
Net returns above cash costs plus depreciation
197 (455 lbs.) at $25 per cwt.
20 (1,000 lbs.) at $14 per cwt.
284 acres at $39.59 
57 acres at $80.90 
78 acres at .34 
$7.03 per cow (X 284 beef herd) 
$6.84 per cow (X 284 beef herd) 
419 acres at $.15 per acre
Returns per cow
Returns per acre 















Net returns above interest on investment ($5,327 - $4,128) 1, 199
Table XXIV. Capital Investment Required for Model Farm B, North Central Louisiana
Livestock
Brood cows 249 at $150 per cow $37,350
Heifers 27 at . 75 per heifer 2,025
Bulls 8 at 500 per bull 4,000
Total livestock $ 43,375
Barns 4,041
Land
Open land 341 acres at $126 $ 42,966
Woodland, homestead, etc 78 acres at 60 4,680
Total land $ 47,646
Farm equipment ■ $ 8, 137
Total capital investment $103,199
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Table XXV. Hypothetical Models of Beef Cattle Farms 
















Investment $ 102,783 $ 103,199
Pasture










Costs (out-of-pocket plus 
depreciation) $ 6, 021 $ 19,882
Annual cash outlay $ . 4,961 $ 17,940
Gross returns '$ 11,195 $ 25,209
Net returns per head $ 33.38 $ 18. 75
Net returns per acre $ 8.77 $ 12.71
Net returns to labor, 
managerial skill and 
investment $ 5,174. $ 5, 327
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may explain why hill farmers have not followed an intensive 
program of beef production as the large annual cash outlay 
needed could mean a sizable cash loss during a bad year.
Farm A, which typifies the current practices of the farmers 
in the hill farm area, represents a more cautious beef pro­
duction program. More land.is used, but annual cash outlay 
is small. Thus, the risk of loss is considerably reduced.
Capital investment on both farms differs only by a 
total of $416. However, 65 percent of Farm A's capital in­
vestment is in land as compared to 46 percent of Farm B's.
A greater portion of Farm B's capital is invested in live­
stock. Livestock values may fluctuate quite widely within 
a very short period of time. Land, on the other hand, is 
more stable and not affected by day-to-day price variations 
so characteristic of perishable commodities.
The major conclusions that can be drawn from the study 
of the beef cattle farms in North Central Louisiana are:
1. The six specialized beef cattle farms did not 
return sufficient income to repay the needed capital invest­
ment and still supply the investor adequate returns for 
labor and managerial skills. The sample farms were able to 
exist as producing units only because they did not have any 
outstanding fixed obligations.
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2. Large acreages are needed to obtain.an adequate 
income from a specialized beef cattle operation. . The sample 
farms averaged 440 acres, and the model farm incorporating 
the most intensive practices required more than 400 acres.
3. The emergence of a large number of specialized 
beef cattle farms in the hill farm area of North Central 
Louisiana will probably be limited by the requirement of 
excessively large investment. However, as will be demon­
strated later, the beef cattle enterprise is relatively 
profitable when it is used as a supplementary enterprise.
CHAPTER IV
ABOVE AVERAGE DAIRY FARMS IN 
NORTH CENTRAL LOUISIANA
General Description 
Two of the sample dairy farms were located in Bienville 
Parish. Four others were located in the parishes of 
Claiborne, Jackson, Lincoln, and Union, respectively. Soil 
type and topography were the same as described for the beef 
• cattle farms. A general summary of net income, ' farm size, 
number of milking cows and total investment of the six dairy 
farms is presented in Table XXVI. The farms are ranked from 
one to six on the basis of income above out-of-pocket costs 
plus depreciation. -
Returns above out-of-pocket costs plus depreciation 
ranged from a loss of $274 to a gain of $7,484. On a per 
acre basis, this was a loss of $1.03 to a gain of $26.76.
The farms averaged approximately 262 acres in size 
and ranged from 132 to 621 acres. The average age of the 
farmers in the sample was 53 years. The average size of the . 
family was four. The group had obtained an average of nine■ 
years of education. (Table XXVII).
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:Returns above : 
out-of-pocket : 
: costs plus : 
: depreciation : 
: per acre* :
Average 
number 






(Dollars) (Dollars) (Number) (Acres) (Dollars)
One 7,484 12.05 81 621 144,412
Two 4,603 26.76 38 172 47., 261
Three 2,429 18.40 30 132 37,401
Four 2,185 9.62 37 227 51,746
Five •1,953 12.85 36 152. 40,049.
Six - 274 - 1.03 28 265- 29,583
Sample Average 3,063 11.71 42 262 58,409
* A charge for operator's labor and interest on investment has not been deducted.
75
Table XXVII. Age, Education Level, and Size of Family, Six
Dairy Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
: * Education : Size of
Farms : ' Age : level : family*
(Years) (Years) (Number)
One 62 5 4
Two 57 11 3
Three 62 10 '3
Four 34 8 5
Five 64 8 3
Six 40 11 7
Average 53 9 4
* Includes the farm operator, wife and children •
Five of the six farms were mortgaged and three of the
farms had obtained short term loans. The mortgages ranged 
in size from $700 to $52,000 and the short term loans from 
$1,200 to $29,000 i
An average of 91 percent of gross farm income was 
received from the dairy enterprise. Three of the farmers 
obtained additional income by serving as committee members 
for the Farmers Home Administration and Agricultural 
Conservation Program, and two did some custom baling of hay. 
The remaining farmer received additional income from an oil 
lease. .
The dairy farms did not have the appearance of pros­
perity as did the beef farms, although all the dwellings
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and barns were more typical of the farmsteads in the area
and in a fair state of repair. •
Approximately 44 percent of the land on the dairy
farms- consisted of flat and bottom land soils.
Detailed Examination
Labor Inputs,
The annual number of hours required for the operation 
of the dairy farms ranged from 2,734 hours to 4,899 hours 
(Table XXVIII). Peak labor requirements occurred in the 
months of March, April; . May; June, September, and October. 
Operator and family labor supplied the needs on five of the 
farms. Two full time workers were hired on Farm One.
Farm Equipment
A small tractor and necessary tillage equipment was 
maintained on four of the six.farms. Farm Operator Six main­
tained no farm equipment because he believed it was less 
costly to custom hire all needed tillage. Farm Operator One 
maintained four tractors with allied equipment. Five of the 
farms had hay balers', and one had an ensilage cutter. . In 
general, the farm equipment was relatively new and well cared 
for.
The largest farm was completely mechanized, with three 
milking machines, pipe lines running directly to the bulk
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Table XXVIII. Annual Labor Requirements for the Operation
of Six Dairy Farms, North Central Louisiana,
1958-59
Farms ; Milking*
: Pasture : 
: and : 
: feed crops: Other** : Total
One 3294.0 1886.4 718. 3 5898.7
Two 2854.8 823.6 323.6 4002.0
Three 2904.0 348.4 224.9 3477.3
Four 2966.4 178.7 282 .9 3428.0
Five 2988.0 346.0 • 241. 7 3575.7
Six 2484.0 — 249.8 2733.8
* Includes all operations in the dairy building.
** Other includes fence maintenance, pasture clipping, 
spraying, replacement heifer and dry cow feeding.
tank, and an automatic central feeder feeding directly to 
the stanchions through blower lines.
Dairy equipment on the. other five farms was typical of 
small family size dairy farms. All used two milking machines, 
and all but one had bulk tanks. ■ .
Farm Buildings
Two barns appear typical for a dairy operation. One 
barn is used as a combination calf barn and hay storage barn; 
the second is used as a tool shed and hay storage barn. Two 
of the six farms, however, used only one large barn.
The largest farm had three bunker type silos, but they 
were constructed of very poor material and required major 
repairs each year.
78
The milking parlors on five of the farms were 
constructed by the farm operators and were of similar design. 
They consisted of three sections; one for the bulk tank and 
washing utensils, one for the feed room, and the main section 
for the milking stanchions. Four to six stanchions were 
utilized. The cows entered on one side and were released 
on the other. The stanchions were in single line, with 
either a cement or wood feed bin in front.
The largest dairy farm had a more elaborate setup. 
Three stanchions were arranged on each side of a pit located 
in the center of the milking room. Entrance, exit, and 
stanchion doors could be operated automatically from the pit. 
The room containing the bulk tank was located adjacent to 
the milking room.
Management Practices
Pasture - Table XXIX shows the pasture acreage at a 
glance. Improved permanent pasture ranged from 0.2 of an 
acre per head to 1.1 acres per head and consisted of Common 
Bermuda alone or in combination with either White Clover or 
Crimson Clover. A Coastal Bermuda' improved permanent pasture 
was maintained by one farm.
Unimproved permanent pasture ranged from 1.0 acre to
4.7 acres per head. On three of the farms, however, only
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Table XXIX. Acres of Pasture Per Head, Six Dairy Farms,
North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
; Farms
Pasture : One : Two : Three : Four : Five. : Six
Improved permanent 1.1
(Acres)
.2 .5 . 3 . 2
Unimproved permanent 4.7 1.7 1.0 2.1 1.8 4.3
Temporary winter 2.5 1.1 .8 .5. .3 2.0
Temporary summer 2.5 . 3 ■ - - . 9
Woodland . 2 .3 .1 .5 .1 *1—1
dry cows and heifers were grazed on the unimproved permanent 
pastures. The milking herd was not separated from the dry 
cows and heifers on the remaining farms.
Temporary summer pasture consisted of millet at the 
rate of 0.3 to 2.5 acres per head. The farmer with the 
largest acreage of temporary summer pasture harvested part 
. of it for silage.
Temporary winter pasture.ranged, from 0.3 of an acre 
to 2.5 acres per head and consisted of oats, or oats in com- 
■ bination with vetch or Crimson Clover. Surplus forage was 
harvested from all or part of the winter pasture for hay or 
silage.
The dry cows and heifers, and occasionally the milking 
herd, were grazed on woodland pasture.
Feeding - Concentrates were fed to the milking herd 
throughout the year (Table XXX). In addition, hay or hay and
Table XKX. Annual Quantities of Feed Per Cow, Six Dairy Farms,' North Central Louisiana,
1958-59
Farms
Feed : One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
Dairy feed (16% protein) 5,106 2, 374
(Pounds) 
1,585 2,504 2, 789 1, 831
Corn, cob, & shuck meal — _ - - - 692
Cottonseed meal 216* - - - - 67
Silage 10,142 - - - - -
Grass hay 890 918 226 1, 189 2, 111 4,771
Oat hay - 984 792 1, 789 778 -
Salt and minerals 5.1 2.4 1.9 15.8 00 • 2.4
* Fed to dry cows and heifers from November 15 to March 15.
ooo
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silage were fed during the winter months and at other 
critical periods during the year. Usually the dry cows ahd 
heifers were fed the same ration as the milking herd during 
the winter months. The replacement heifer feeding program, 
for heifers under one year of age, consisted of approximately 
366 pounds of whole milk, 36 pounds of calf starter, 95 
pounds-of grower and 756 pounds of hay.
Breeding - The milking herd on five of the farms con­
sisted of both grade and pure bred cows. The herd on the 
remaining farm consisted of grade cows only. The total herd, 
including cows, heifers, and bulls ranged from 52 to 150 
(Table XXXI).
The number of months the cows remained in lactation 
ranged from 8 months to 10 months. Milk production per cow 
ranged from 2,751 pounds to 8,583 pounds.
The operator with highest average milk production per 
cow had purchased the entire herd as pregnant heifers. The 
remaining farmers had raised most of their milk cows. 
Investment
Total investment in the dairy enterprise ranged from a 
low of $29,583 to a high of $144,412 (Table XXXII). Land and 
livestock were the major investment items. Investment in 
land ranged from 29 percent to 67 percent of total investment.
Table XXXI. Herd Size, Predominant Breed, and Milk Produced Per Cow, Six Dairy Farms,
North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
: Farms
Item : One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
Cows & heifers (over 1 year) 
(number) 118 59 52 56 52 41
Grade (number) 103 57 50 51 43 41
Pure bred (number) 15** 2 2 5 9 —
Heifers (under 1 year) (number) 32 21 5 6 4 10
Grade (number) 24 21 5 2 - 10
Pure bred (number) 8 - — 4 4 —
Bulls - 2 1 1 ■2 1
Grade (number) — 1 1 '1 1 1
Pure bred (number) - 1 - ' 1 -
Total herd (number) 150 82 58 63 58 52
Predominant breed Holstein Jersey Jersey Jersey Jersey Mixed*
Milk produced per cow (pounds) 8, 583 5,821 2, 751 3, 700 3,001 5, 613
* Herd consisted of an equal number of Jerseys and Holsteins.
** Nine of the pure bred animals were of the Jersey breed.




: One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
Livestock 35,341 11,600
(Dollars)
8,837 9,400 9, 190 7,950
Land 74,635 20,178 10,920 34,785 21, 890 15,900
Buildings 6,000 4,000 1,500 3,475 900 1, 500
Milk room 4, 000 2,000 500 1, 200 2,000 800
Dairy equipment 12,169 2,776 1,935 640 840 2,686
Farm equipment 12,267 6, 707 4,872 2, 246 5, 229 747
Total 144,412 47,261 37,401 51, 746 40,049 29,583
cou>
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Investment in the dairy herd ranged from 18 percent to 
2 7 percent of total investment, and investment in milking 
parlors and dairy equipment ranged from four percent to 12 
percent of the total.
Costs and. Returns
Total costs, excluding a charge for operator and 
family labor, ranged from a low of $7,346 to a high of 
$47,038 (Table XXXIII). As with the beef cattle enterprise 
the major items of expense were pasture and hand feed.
Included in total returns are the receipts obtained 
from the sale of milk, cull cows, calves, and sale of surplus 
hay. All farms received Agricultural Conservation payments.
Returns above out-of-pocket costs plus depreciation 
ranged from minus $274 to $7,484 (Table XXXIV). Five of the 
dairy farms had net profits after interest on investment at 
four percent was deducted.
Economic Evaluation of Six Dairy Farms
The high net return per cow on the most successful 
farm was basically due to a better than average milking herd 
in combination with a more efficient pasture and concentrate 
feeding program. The farm operator provided the milking 
herd with 1.1 acres of improved permanent pasture per head 
and 0.3 of an acre temporary summer pasture. Dry cows and
Table XXXIII. Major Cost Per Farm, Six Dairy Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
* Farms
Item : One : Two : Three = Four • Five : Six
Improved pasture __ 228
(Dollars)
74 380 241 185
Unimproved pasture 98 36 38 59 . 105 61
Temporary summer 4, 078 158 ■ - - - 499
Temporary winter 6,980 1,124 704 .712 268 3,113
Woodland 12 8 3 9 5 33
Total pasture
costs 11,168 1, 554 819 1,160 619 3,891
Home grown feed 753 660 194 676 480 —
Purchased feed 14,863 5, 350 2,610 4, 533 4,657 5,477
Total feed
costs 15,616 6, 010 2,804 5,209 5, 137 5,477
Hired labor 4,420 2,043 80 50 550 495
Miscellaneous 2, 742 578 751 829 623 939
Milk hauling 2,625 974 427 601 598 733
Depreciation 4, 234 989 969 617 806 411
Taxes 457 30 - 14 - 90
Interest on invest­
ment at 4 percent 5, 776 1, 890 1,496 2, 070 1,602 1, 183
Total costs 47,038 14,068 7, 346 10,550 9,935 13,219
Table XXXIV. Total Returns, Returns Above Out-of-pocket Costs Plus Depreciation and




: Out-of-pocket : 
: costs '  














One 48,746 41, 212 ■7,484 5, 776 1, 708
Two 16,781 12,178 4, 603 1,890 2,713
Three 8,279 5, 850 2,429 1,496 933
Four 10,665 8,480 2,185 2, 070 115
Five 10,286 8, 333 1,953 1,602 351




heifers were supplied 1.7 acres per head of unimproved 
pasture during the summer months. They were placed with the 
milking. herd on 1.1 acres of oats per head during the winter 
months.
The operator of the most efficient farm was the only 
farmer to keep a weekly record of each cow's feeding and milk 
production. Hay was fed on a free choice basis throughout 
the winter months and some hay was fed to dry cows and heifers 
during the hot part of the summer when the unimproved perma­
nent pasture did not provide sufficient forage. The dry cows 
and heifers were fed the same ration as the milking herd 
during the winter months.
The acreage of temporary summer pasture was not 
sufficient to adequately supplement the improved permanent 
pasture during the months of July and August. One farm 
operator, however, reported excess forage on 0.9 of an acre 
per cow of temporary summer pasture. Thus, it would appear 
that approximately 0.5 of an acre per cow would supply 
adequate forage.
Two major weaknesses were evident in the feeding 
program of the most efficient farm.. First, the operator 
should have fed the dry cows and heifers a less expensive 
winter ration. Second, although his concentrate-milk ratio
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was the highest, it was below the recommended ratio of one 
pound of concentrate to three pounds.of milk for cows grazed 
on average pasture.'*'
The farms with second and third highest net returns 
per cow, respectively had contrasting operations. Farm 
Operator One, in attempting to maintain as high milk pro­
duction as possible, increased pasture and concentrate feed 
costs beyond the point where the increased returns could 
offset the added cost. Actually, with the amount of forage, 
roughage and concentrate supplied, the operator could have 
increased the size of the herd by 50 percent.
Farm Operator Three attempted to keep pasture and feed 
costs as low as possible. The result was lowest production 
per cow, and total returns per head were also the lowest 
(Tables XXXI and XXXV) .
The negative returns per cow on the sixth farm was the 
result of exceptionally high pasture and hand feed costs.
These costs were higher than normal due to two factors. First, 
the operator believed that all hand feeds could be purchased 
at less cost than they could be raised on the farm. Second,
-^Barlow, Frank D. and Morris L. McGaugh, Dairy Farm­
ing in the North Louisiana Upland Cotton Area, (Bulletin No. 
435, Baton Rouge: Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station, 
October 1948), p. 20.
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: . Total 
: costs
* . Net 
: returns
(Dollars)
One 374.97 .317.4.0 57,57
Two 246.78 179.09 67.69
Three 147.84- 104.46 43.38
Four 177.75 141.33 36.42
Five 187.02 151.51 35. 51
Six 255.70 261.65 - 5.95
the operator believed that it was less costly to hire all 
tillage operations rather than purchase the necessary equip­
ment and perform the operations himself. The exceptionally 
high costs and low returns incurred by this operator dispute 
these beliefs.
Land resources were not used to capacity on any of the 
farms. The herd size on all the farms could have been in­
creased or the amount of land resources could have been 
decreased by planting summer supplementary pasture on the 
same acreage used for temporary winter pasture. The practice 
of planting only one feed crop on land used for temporary 
pasture left land resources unused for half of the year.
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Hypothetical Models Yielding a $ 5 , 0 0 0  Income 
Above Out-of-Pocket Costs Plus .Depreciation
This section of the study'presents model dairy farms 
designed in a manner similar to that used in designing the 
model beef cattle farms. Both an extensive model (A) and 
intensive model (b ) are presented."
Investment and Assumptions
Table XXXVI presents the assumed values and practices 
used to compute total investment for both model farms. 
Wherever practical, investment in different components of the 
dairy operation and assumed practices were based upon data 
obtained from the sample dairy farms.
Organization and Management oif Extensive Model •
Pasture - It .is assumed that 1.1 acres per head of 
improved pasture seeded to Lespedeza, Crimson Clover, and 
Common Bermuda in combination with 0.5 of an acre of Millet 
would produce sufficient early spring, summer, and fall 
grazing; also 1.1 acres of winter pasture per head would be 
provided. However, part of the winter pasture would be har­
vested for hay. In addition, part of the acreage would be 
plowed under in April and planted to Millet for the temporary 
summer pasture.
It is assumed that dry cows and heifers are provided
1.7 acres per head of unimproved pasture during the summer.
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Table XXXVI. Assumed Values and- Practices for Model Dairy
Farms A and B, North Central Louisiana*
Model A Model BItem (Extensive) (Intensive)
Assumed Values
Cows $  2 0 0 $  250 * *
Heifer (over one year) 150 1 8 8 * *
Heifer (under one year) 60 ' 6 0 * *
Bull 200 -
Open land 119 119
Woodland, homestead, etc. 60 60
Barns 3,738 3,738
Milk parlor 1,083 1, 083
Farm equipment 5,603 6,513
Dairy equipment 2,466 2,466
Silo — 1,223**
Assumed practices
Lactation period (months) 10 10
Replacement rate (percent) 22 22
Calf crop (percent) 77 77
Milk production (per cow) 5,821 7,500**
Blend price (per hundredweight) 5.70 5.70
Miscellaneous expenses (per herd)13.49 11.44
Depreciation (per. head) 15.44 17.37
* Based upon data obtained from sample farms.
** Adapted from Woolf, C. M., Resource Requirements and
Returns for a Family-Size Farm (Unpublished Thesis: Baton 
Rouge: Louisiana State University, January, 1960), p. 97.
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During the winter, however, these animals would be wintered 
on the same type rations used to carry the beef animals of 
Model Beef Farm A through the winter. Hay would be needed 
to supplement the pastures during the latter half, of June 
and all of July. Additional hay would be needed from mid- 
November to mid-March to supplement the winter pasture. Hay 
would also be needed to carry the dry cows and heifers throu’gh 
the winter, at the rate of 3,800 pounds for each milking cow, 
2,760 pounds for each dry cow and heifer over one year, and 
760 pounds for each heifer under one year.
Hay yield and fertilizer applications are based on 
data obtained from the sample, of beef cattle farms. Since 
only three of the dairy farms had hay meadows and the varia­
tions in yield, fertilizer application, and type of forage 
were so great, it was necessary to evaluate the data very 
carefully. Thus, it was assumed that approximately 0.6 of an 
acre per head would be used for hay meadow. After harvesting, 
this acreage could be used to supplement the unimproved 
pasture to carry the dry cows and heifers through the summer.
Appendix Tables 14, 15, 16,' 17, and 18-present the
annual cost of establishing and maintaining the different 
types of pastures.
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Feeding - Based on the assumed pasture program, one 
pound of concentrate would be fed for each three pounds of 
milk produced.
The dry cows and heifers over one year would be 
carried entirely on pasture■forage during the summer. The 
winter feeding program is assumed to be the same as the 
winter feeding program used in designing Model Beef Farm A.
Labor Inputs - The operator would be required to work 
25 to 29 /ten hour days for nine months out of the year. He 
would need to hire additional labor the remaining three 
months (Appendix Table 19). Most of the labor required.for 
the harvesting of oat and grass hay in May and June is 
assumed to be hired. Additional hired labor would be required 
in September to aid in planting of winter pasture. Additional 
help is also assumed to be hired to milk and. perform other 
day-to-day operations. Hiring help on the sample farms 
averaged 59 days out of the year.
Costs and Returns - Table XXXVII presents a summary of 
the costs and returns for Model Dairy Farm A. Gross returns 
total $12,987, and out-of-pocket costs plus depreciation 
total $7,613, which results in a return of $5,374 to labor, 
management and investment. Table XXXVIII presents the 
capital investment required for the operation of Model Dairy









Temporary summer pasture 
Temporary winter pasture 
Harvesting hay from winter pasture 
Hay meadow ■
Woodland, wasteland, etc.
Dairy concentrate (16 percent) 







Total out-of-pocket plus 
depreciation costs
2,055.3 cwt. of milk at $5.70 $11,715
8 cull cows at $137 1,096
22 calves at $8 176
$12,987
40 acres at $9.60 384
29 acres at $1.55 45
18 acres at $17.39 313
40 acres at $24.39 976
22 acres at $7.58 167
36 acres at $15.99 576
21 acres at $.0.33 7
698.4 cwt. at $3.05 2,130
102.3 cwt. at $2.00 205
4.1 cwt. of starter $10.25
10.4 cwt. of grower at $3.95 83
58.8 ten hour days at $5.00 294
$13.49 per cow (X 57 animal units) 769
2.055.3 cwt. of milk at $0.36 732
$15.44 per cow (X 57 animal units) 880




Table XXXVII. (Continued) Estimated Costs and Returns of Model Dairy Farm A, North
Central Louisiana
Net returns above cash costs and depreciation $5,374
Returns per cow .94.28
Returns per acre 32.37
Interest on investment = 4 percent of $44,714 1, 789
Net returns above interest on investment 3,585
* This labor is hired to allow the.operator some freedom from the day to day chores 
associated with the operation of the dairy.
U1
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Table XXXVIII. Capital Investment Required for Model Dairy
Farm A, North Central Louisiana
Livestock 
Dairy cows
Heifers {over one year) 













43 at $200 per cow $ 8,600
9 at $150 per cow 1, 350
11 at $ 60 per heifer 660




166 acres at $119 $19,754





Farm A. . When interest on investment is removed, returns to 
the operator for his labor and managerial skill total $3,585. 
If a charge of 50 cents an hour is made for the 2,261 hours 
assumed to be expended by the operator, net returns above 
all costs total $2,455.
Organization and Management of Intensive Model
Inputs used in designing Model Farm B were obtained 
from various experiment station reports that appeared to be 
applicable to the North Central Louisiana area. Labor require 
ments and most of the data needed to compute capital invest­
ment were obtained from the sample farms.
Pasture and Feeding2 - The pasture program of the inten
sive dairy model (B) is assumed to consist of 1.1 acres of
Coastal Bermuda permanent pasture, 0.5 of an acre of temporary
summer pasture, and 1.25 acres of temporary winter pasture.
Harvested forage crops are assumed to be fed at the 
rate of three tons of silage per head and one ton of Coastal. 
Bermuda hay. Silage would be obtained from part of the
2Adapted from:
Neashara, E. W . , W. W. Anderson, and N. J. Matherne, 
Stretch Your Dairy Feed Dollars, {Agricultural Extension 
Publication No. 122 2, Baton Rouge: Louisiana Agricultural
Extension Service, February, 1958), p. 4.
Ellzey, H. Dewitt, "A Twelve-Month Forage Program 
for Dairy Herds," Louisiana Agriculture, (Volume 4, No. 3,
1961), p. 8. ,
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temporary winter pasture and the acreage planted to Millet.
Hay would be harvested from the permanent pasture and a 
Coastal Bermuda hay meadow. Based on Morrison's recommen­
dations, concentrates would be fed at the rate of one pound
3for each six pounds of milk produced.
The annual cost of maintenance of the Coastal Bermuda 
pasture is presented in Appendix Table 10. The annual cost 
of producing and harvesting silage and hay are presented in 
Appendix Tables 9, 20, and 21.
Labor Inputs - The labor requirements for the operation 
of Model Dairy Farm B are not as stringent as Model Dairy 
Farm A. Seven months out of the year require less than 2 5 
ten-hour working days. Only one month requires more than 30 
ten-hour working days (Appendix Table 22). Most o f .the labor 
required for the harvesting of hay and silage is assumed to 
be hired. Also, as with Model Farm A, it is assumed that 
additional help would be hired to milk and perform other day- 
to-day operations 59 days out of the year.
Costs and Returns - Table XXXIX presents a summary of 
the costs and returns for Model Dairy Farm B. Out-of-pocket 
costs plus depreciation total $7,579. Cost per hundred
^Morrison, Frank B., Feeds and Feeding Abridged, 
(Ninth Edition, Ithaca: The Morrison Publishing Company, 
1958), p. 673.
Table XXXIX. -Estimated Costs and Returns of Model Dairy Farm B, North Central Louisiana
Gross returns
Milk 2,046.8 cwt of milk at $5.70 $11,667
Cull cows 6 cull cows at $137 822
Calves 18 calves at $8 144
Total gross returns $12,633
Costs
Improved pasture 43 acres at $39.59 1,702 .
Temporary summer pasture 14 acres at 24.66 345
Temporary winter pasture 35 acres at 30.76 1,077
Millet silage 6 acres at 48.62 292
Silage harvested from winter pasture 8 acres at 17.71 142
Surplus hay from pasture 11.4 tons at 4.89 56
Coastal Bermuda hay meadow 5 acres at 80.90 404 •-
Woodland, wasteland, etc. 12 acres at .33 4 ■
Concentrates 350 cwt. at 3.05 1, 067
Calf feed 2.6 cwt. of starter at $10.25
6.6 cwt. of grower at $3.95 53
Hired labor 58.8 ten hour days at $5.00 294
Miscellaneous $11.44 per cow (X 42 animal units) 480
Breeding fees . $5 per cow 160
Milk hauling 2,046.8 cwt. of milk at $ .36 737
Depreciation $17.37 per cow (X 42 animal units) 730
Taxes 95 acres at $ .38 36
Total, out-of=pocket plus
depreciation costs $ 7,579
(Continued)
Table XXXIX. (Continued) Estimated Costs and Returns of Model Dairy Farm B, North
Central Louisiana
Net returns above cash costs and depreciation $5,054
Returns per cow 120.34
Returns per acre 53.20
Interest on investment = 4 percent of 34,978 1,399
Net returns above interest on investment 3,655
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pounds of milk is $3.61 or about $1.38 less than the lowest 
cost observed in six sample dairy farms. Purchased feeds 
make up about 15 percent of total cost. Pasture, hay and 
silage costs make up 53 percent of total cost.
Table XL presents the capital investment needed for 
Model Farm B. When interest on investment computed at 4 per­
cent is deducted, net returns to the operator diminish to 
$3,655. If a charge of '50 cents per hour is made for the 
operator's labor, net returns above all costs decrease to 
$2,450.
Table XLI presents a summary of the important features 
of the two model farms. A comparison of the two farms in­
dicates very little difference in costs and returns. The 
plan utilizing current farm practices, however, requires 166 
acres as compared to only 95 acres for the plan following 
experiment station recommendations. This is a reduction of 
43 percent in the need for land. Returns per acre and per 
cow are higher on Model Dairy Farm B ; even with the assump­
tion of having more expensive cows, a silo, and two silage 
wagons, total investment is less.
These two plans demonstrate that the dairy enterprise 
lends itself to an intensive type operation. Two basic 
weaknesses stand out in the current farm operations. First,
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Table XL. Capital Investment Required for Model Dairy
Farm B, North Central Louisiana
Livestock
Dairy cows
Heifers (over one year) 












32 at $250 
7 at $188 








83 acres at $119 $ 9,877 




Total capital investment $ 34,978
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Table X U .  Hypothetical Models of Dairy Farms Designed to
Provide $5,000 Net Income in North Central
Louisiana
Item
: Model Farm A 
: (Extensive)







Improved permanent (acres) 
Unimproved permanent (acres) 





































Net returns (above out-of- 
pocket costs plus 
depreciation) $ 5,374 $ 5,054
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the dairy farmers must obtain higher producing cows. The 
assumed level of production of the cows of the intensive 
model are low when compared to production averages of cows 
from the major milk producing states. If free flow of milk 
into the state were permitted, even Model Dairy Farm B would 
be at a disadvantage costwise. Second, dairy farmers must 
realize that the dairy enterprise is an intensive type oper­
ation. The extensive model requires more capital and labor 
to obtain the same level of income as on the intensive model.
The major conclusion that can be drawn from these data 
is that the dairy enterprise is a relatively profitable enter­
prise in the North Central Louisiana area at prevailing milk 
prices. Both models indicate that an adequate return on in­
vestment can be obtained even when a charge is made for the 
operator's labor. However, the dairy enterprise, unlike the 
beef enterprise, is subject to state and federal regulation.
At the present time, a farmer wishing to enter the enterprise 
must sell his milk the first year at a Class II price. As an 
example, if the gross returns of Model Dairy Farm A were com­
puted on the basis of a Class II price of $3.25 per hundred­
weight, the operator of Model Dairy Farm A would have to 
absorb a loss of $933 for the first year. Further limita­
tions to the entry of new producers is expected in the near 
future.
CHAPTER V
ABOVE AVERAGE COTTON FARMS IN NORTH 
CENTRAL LOUISIANA
The analysis of the six cotton farms selected for 
study will follow, in general, the same format as the analy­
sis of the beef and dairy farms. However, due to character­
istics peculiar to the cotton enterprise, certain parts of 
the analysis differ from the general plan followed in ana­
lyzing the two previous enterprises. These differences are 
explained in detail where they occur.
General Description
Two of the cotton farms were located in Claiborne, 
two in Webster, one in Bienville, and one in Union Parish. 
The soil type and topography was of the same general nature 
as found on the beef and dairy farms.
Table XLII presents a general summary of the farms in
the sample. Returns above out-of-pocket costs plus depre­
ciation ranged from $1,540 to $5,481. On a per acre basis 
net returns ranged from $5.45 to $16.16.
The farms ranged in size from 126 acres to 440 acres.











: Returns above: 
: out-of-pocket: 
: costs plus : 
: depreciation : 





(Dollars) (Dollars) (Acres) (Dollars)
One 5,481 12.46 440 66,205
Two 4, 444 16. 16 275 35,021
Three 2, 664 . 9.48 281 31,812
Four 1,745 5.45 320 37,024
Five 1, 731 13.74 12 6 9,998
Six 1, 540 ■ 10.69 144 . 19,070
Average
all
farms 2, 934 11.33 . 264 33,188
* A charge for operator and family labor, and interest on 
investment, has not been deducted.
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The age of the farmers ranged from 43 to 64 years, 
with an average o f -53 years. This group' had obtained an 
average of 12 years of education. The average size of the 
family was four. The largest farm family consisted of nine 
children.(Table XLIII).
All of the farms were free ofi1 real estate debt. Only 
one farm operator had obtained a short term loan during the 
year of the study, and it was for only $700.
Table XLIII. Age, Educational Level and Size of Family, Six
Cotton Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59






One 64 15 2
Two 63 7 3
Three 59 13 2
Four 43 11 3
Five 43 12 11
Six 45 11 4
Average all farms 53 12 . 4
* Includes farm operator, wife and children.
An average of 69 percent of the gross income was 
obtained from the cotton enterprise (Table XLIV). Additional 
income was received from beef,, hogs, corn, timber and trudk
Table XLIV. Percent of Gross Income Received from Complementary Enterprises, Six Cotton
Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
Farms Cottonenterprise
: Beef cattle : 
: enterprise :







Two 74 20 - 6 -
Three 59 20 ; 19. - - 2
Four 66 14 - 8 12
Five 67 7 3 17 - • 6
Six 57 . 43 - - -
* Other includes oil leases and off farm work.
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crops. Four of the farmers also received income from oil 
leases and off farm work.
Cotton acreage from two of the farms had been placed 
in the soil bank. In fact, one farmer had placed the entire 
cotton allotment in the soil bank. Data were obtained from 
this farm to determine what effect this type of government 
subsidy had upon net income.
The cotton farms, as was true of dairy farms,did not 
appear as prosperous as the beef farms in outward appearance. 
Nevertheless, the dwellings, outbuildings, and fences appeared 
to be in a good state of maintenance and repair.
Detailed Analysis
■ *
Although the cotton enterprise represented the major 
source of income on the sample farms, it utilized only a 
small part of the total farm acreage. Table XLV indicates 
the farm acreage suitable for row crop production on the re­
spective farms.
The sample farms had an average of approximately 3.2 
acres of land not suitable for row crop production for every 
acre of land that could be planted to row crops. Furthermore, 
the acreage on each farm suitable for cotton production was 
not fully utilized because of government restrictions. Thus, 
there was a strong incentive for the farmer to bolster farm
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Table XLV. Acres for Row crop Production Under Cotton
Allotment for Six Cotton Farms, North Central
Louisiana, 1958--59
; Farms
Item : One :Two : Three; Four: Five r Six
(Acres)
Total land owned 440 275 236 320 61 110
Acres suitable for
row crop production 13 3 118 82 75 15 22
Cotton allotment .100 68 0 38 15 7
income with supplementary enterprises. Therefore, the ana­
lysis of the cotton enterprise will differ from the analysis 
of the beef and dairy enterprises in that supplementary enter­
prises will also be considered.
Labor Inputs
Labor requirements for each of the six cotton farms 
varied considerablyC(Table XLVI). variation was due prima­
rily to number of acres in cotton, the number of times hoed, 
the yield of cotton and type of power equipment used.
Labor requirements in excess of that available on the 
farm occurred in the months of May, June and September. The 
operators could have supplied the needed labor during other 
months, but two of the farm operators had general agreements 
with share croppers to supply all of the labor needed for the 
production of the cotton crop.
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Table XLVI. Annual Labor Requirements for the Operation of
Six Cotton Farms, North Central Louisiana 1958-59
Farms
; Items
: Cotton : Livestock : Truck Crops : Total
One 8802.0 - - 8802.0
Two 3156.9 934.2 - 4095.1
Three - 1322.7 - 1322.7
Four 1556.8 577.3 _ - 2134.1
Five 1946.0 109.4 1207.8 3263.2
Six 1321.8 741.4 - 2063.2
Equipment and Buildings
Farm equipment, on all farms, consisted of two or more 
tractors with all necessary tillage attachments. On two of 
the farms, however, tractors were used only for ground break­
ing purposes and mules were used for planting, fertilizing 
and cultivating.
All of the farmers had one or more barns and open type 
tool sheds. These were well constructed and in good repair 
although most of the buildings appeared to be 20 years old 
or older.
Tenant houses were located on three of the farms. On 
two of the farms, the tenant houses were used to house cropper
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labor. On the third farm, negro families were allowed to 
occupy the tenant houses free of rent in order to have a 
source of labor available when needed.
'Investment
Total investment in the sample of six cotton farms 
ranged from a low of $9,238 to a high of $66,205. The major 
investment items were land and equipment. Land accounted 
for more than 50 percent of total investment on all the farms 
(Table XLVII).
Management Practices and Costs and Returns
Since the cotton farmers attempted to supplement the 
income from cotton with income derived from supplementary 
enterprises, each of the enterprises on the cotton farms are 
discussed separately. Once the discussions of the separate 
enterprises are completed, the enterprises are brought toget­
her again as a farm unit and those fixed and variable costs 
that could not be allocated to any individual enterprise are 
charged against the farm unit.
Cotton Enterprise - Acreage devoted to cotton was 
based on the size of the cotton allotment. The additional 
acreage suitable for cotton production, but not covered by an 
allotment was allowed to remain idle, used for corn, or used 
for a soil building crop.
Table XLVII. Total Investment in the Six Cotton Farms, North Central Louisiana, 195S-59
Farms
Item : One : Two * Three • : Four ' Five : Six
Livestock - 2, 590
(Dollars) 
3,030 2,200 1, 160 4,275
Land 52,360 22,060 20,760 26,720 5, 100 10,375
Buildings 1,950 4, 300 , 2,500 3,700 650 2, 300
Farm equipment 11,895 6, 071 5,522 4, 384 2,328 2,120 1
Total investment 66,205 35,021 31,812 37,004' 9,238 19,070 . ’
113
114
Table XLVIII presents fertilization rates and yields 
of cotton lint per acre on each of the farms. Cotton lint 
yields ranged from 289 pounds to 736 pounds per acre. The 
basic difference in yield among the three farms with the 
larger yields was primarily due to fertilization rates since 
the soil type and topography of the acreage devoted to cotton 
were very similar. The fertility level of the soil of the 
two farms with low yields was considerably below that of the 
other farms.
Annual out-of-pocket costs ranged from $40.32 to 
$145.78 per acre (Table XLIX). The cost shown for Farm. Three 
represents only land rent since the entire cotton allotment 
of Farm Three had been placed in the soil bank. Annual net 
returns per acre ranged from $47.37 to $142.92 (Table L). The 
variations in costs and returns were due to the use of share 
cropper labor, the type of power equipment used, fertilization 
rates and the fertility level of the soils.
Share cropper labor was used on two of the farms. The 
croppers paid for half of the seed, fertilizer and insecti­
cide and furnished or paid for all of the labor required.
The operators furnished the land, equipment, half of the seed, 
fertilizer and insecticides. In the cost analysis of these 
two farms, net returns were obtained for the croppers by sub­
tracting the costs incurred by the croppers from their gross
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Table XLVIII. Fertilizer Applications and Cotton Lint Yields

























* The entire cotton allotment of Farm Three had been placed 
in the Soil Bank.
Table XLIX. Annual Out-of-pocket Costs Per Acre of Cotton, Six Cotton Farms, North
Central Louisiana, 1958-59*
. Farms




Fertilizer 11.92 9.20 10.89 6.54 14.94
Insecticide 10.24 8.82 4.46 4.46 4.62
Ginning 11.42 7.29 - 5.78 5.08 14.75
Hired labor**** 69.59 57.97 - 28.02 - . 52.74
Tractor 5.55 5.31 - 1.96 7.08 7.69
Mule - - 3.86 3.08 -
Land rent - 13.00*** 10.00*** 47,98***
Cover crop - .32 - - - -
Other** .97 1.74 - 2.43 1.91 1.44
Total out-of-pocket costs 112.57 92.90 13.00 59.43 40.32 145.78
* Does not include a charge for operator and family labor.
** Other includes charges for cotton sacks and purchases and maintenance of small tools.
*** Cost of rented land computed from actual acres rented.
**** Hired labor includes labor hired for thinning, hoeing, picking and land preparation.




' One . : Two Three*** : Four** : Five : Six
(Dollars)
Total cost* 11, 257 6, 318 268 1,664 1, 262 2,016
Total returns 18,576 9, 945 3, 698 3,464 3,251 3,347
Net returns 7,319 3,627 3,430 1, 800 1,989 1, 331
Net returns per acre 73.19 53.34 142.92 47 .37 56.83 83.19
* . Includes only out-of-pocket costs.
** Farm Four had placed 10 acres in the soil bank.
*** Farm Three had placed all of his cotton acreage in the soil bank.
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returns. Labor of this type was slightly more expensive 
than labor hired on an hourly or daily basis.
Mules were used as a source of power for many of the 
tillage operations on two farms. Although mule power cost 
was only 20 cents per hour as compared to tractor costs of 
59 cents per hour, the additional time needed to perform the 
operations resulted in a greater total labor'cost.
Exceptionally high net returns per acre on Farm Three 
resulted mainly from government subsidy payments for the with­
drawal of the land from production. At the time of this 
study, it would have also been more profitable for the other
farmers to have placed cotton acreage in the soil bank.
6  ' .Livestock Enterprise - The pasture and winter feeding 
program on the six cotton farms was very similar to the pro­
grams followed on beef cattle farms except for the less in­
tensive use of pastures. In addition, the cotton farmers 
utilized the entire farm as a grazing area once the row crops 
were harvested.
The beef herds on the cotton farms usually contained 
more dairy characteristics than herds on the beef farms.
Out-of-pocket costs for the beef enterprise varied 
considerably among the farms, ranging from a low of $11 per 
head to a high of approximately $49 per head. The major cash
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expense was feed, both purchased and home-grown. These two 
items made up more than 50 percent of total cash costs on 
all the farms (Table LI).
Pasture costs of the sample farms could not be 
accurately determined since the farmers utilized the entire 
farm as a grazing area after the row crops were harvested.
In reality such a practice is an efficient utilization of 
gleanings that would otherwise be lost.
Net returns to the beef enterprise ranged from $.01 to 
$10.14 per acre (Table LII). Even with lower winter feed 
costs, because of winter grazing of field crop residues, 
returns to the beef enterprise were lower than returns 
obtained by the beef cattle farmers mentioned in Chapter III. 
This was due primarily to inefficient utilization of available 
land resources and the production of low quality calves.
The cost and returns of the two farmers producing hogs 
for market are presented in Tables LI and LII. Both operations 
were carried out on a small scale and .returns from the enter­
prise were relatively minor. Neither operator had sufficient 
equipment nor demonstrated the managerial ability to be able 
to conduct the enterprise on a large scale at a profitable . 
level.
Table LI. Annual Out-of-pocket Costs Per Head, Beef and Hog Enterprises, Six Cotton Farms,
North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
: Farms
Item One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
Beef enterprise 
Pasture costs • 10.23
(Dollars) 
3.05 8.80 2.00 9.73
Feed costs (purchased) '• - 13.59 14.16 13.60 6.87 4.77
Feed costs (home-grown) - 16.41 20.16 25.20 1.25 13.23
Other costs — .65 1.00 1.67 .88 1.58
Total out-of-pocket costs• - 40.88 38.37 49.27 11.00 ' 29.31
Hog enterprise
Feed costs (purchased) 1.67
Feed costs (home-grown) - 24.82 ■ - ■ 3.33 -
Other costs — — .64 — — . —
Total out-of-pocket costs — - 25.46 - 5.00 -
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Table LII. Costs and Returns Per Acre, Beef and Hog Enterprise, Six Cotton Farms, North
Central Louisiana, 1958-59
■ Farms
Item : One : Two : Three : Four : Five : . Six
Beef enterprise 
Total cost* 705 729
(Dollars)
739 88 762
Total returns - 1,496 950 740 336 1,464
Net returns - 791 221 1 248 702
Net returns per acre - 10.14 2,83 .01 4.59 7.63
Hog enterprise 
Total cost 560 75
Total returns - 589 - 144
Net returns - - 29 - 69 -
Net returns per acre *— , — .1.16 13.80
* Includes only out-of-pochet costs.
NJH
122
Corn and Truck Crop Enterprises - Corn production on 
the sample cotton farms was used primarily for feeding the 
livestock. Corn in excess of the needs of the livestock 
was sold.
Annual cash costs per acre of corn ranged from $11.42 
to $24.35 (Table LIII). Net returns per acre ranged from 
$7.06 to $26.25 (Table LIV). Ignoring the cost of renting 
land, the principal difference in returns per acre was due 
to the prices received per bushel of corn.
Table LIII presents the cost per acre of producing 
those crops classified as truck crops in this study. The 
labor required to plant,, cultivate, and harvest eight acres 
of truck crops was only slightly less than the labor required 
to plant, cultivate, and harvest 35 acres of cotton (Table 
XLVI). If a reasonable charge were made for labor the enter­
prise would have had negative returns instead of the $7.38 
presented in Table LIV.
The Timber Enterprise - With the exception of 65 acres 
of timbered land on one farm, actual annual cash costs could 
not be assessed to the timbered lands. Most of the land that 
was producing marketable timber on the sample farms was vol­
unteer growth on old abandoned fields. Management of the 
stands was a service performed free of charge by either the
Table LIII. Annual Out-of-pocket Costs Per Acre, Corn and Truck Crop Enterprises, six
Cotton Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
Item
: Farms
: One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
(Dollars)
Corn enterprise
Seed 1.16 1.66 1.47 2.64
Fertilizer - 13.12 14.96 4.79 11.76
Labor (hired) - 6.00 3.00 - 1.20
Tractor - 4.07 4.37 3.30 4.49
Mule - — — — 1.86 —
Total out-of-pocket costs - 24.35 23.99 11.42 20.09
Truck crops
Field peas _ _ _ _ 13.92 —
Sweet potatoes - - - - 11.71 -
Irish potatoes - - - 2.99 -
Peanuts - - - 2.16 -
Bags and crates — - — ■ — 12.75 —
Total out-of-pocket costs - - - “• 43.53 -
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Table LIV. Costs and Returns Per Acre, Corn and Truck Crop Enterprises, Six Cotton Farms,
North Central Louisiana, 1958-59*
Farms
Item : One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
(Dollars)
Corn enterprise
Total costs _ 769 516*** . _ 135 846**
Total returns - 1, 260 625 - 450 1,048
Net returns - 491 109 315 202
Net returns per acre 
Truck crops
15.59 12.50 26. 25 7.06
Total costs — — — — 321 -
Total returns - - - - 380 -
Net returns — - ■ _ - 59 -
Net returns per acre — — — 7.38
* The operator's labor is not included as a cost.
** Ten acres of the corn land of Farm Six was rented at $10 an acre.
*** Eleven acres of the corn land of Farm Three was rented at $21 an acre.
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extension forester or the forester of the industry purchasing
the timber. Taxes were the only other cost that could be
feasibly charged to the timbered lands. However, due to the
Homestead Tax Exemption Law and low assessment rates, most.of
the land was exempt from taxes.
Farm Operator Six had planted 65 acres to Loblolly
pine and the stand at the time the record was taken was 13
years old. Initial planting and seedling cost per acre was
approximately $14. The only charge that could feasibly be
made to this stand was the $14 compounded at some expected
rate of interest it would have earned if it had been invested
elsewhere. Corty and Stevens have used an interest rate of
1four per cent. Returns that could be expected from this 
type of stand was also obtained from the bulletin by Corty 
and Stevens.
Returns to the old field stands had to be estimated. 
Timber from farm wood lots is usually sold every five to 
seven years, depending on growth. In order to obtain, as 
accurate an estimate as possible, a representative forest 
wood lot was selected and the annual growth rate of saw
Corty, F. L. and Stevens, J. J. , Pine Planting and 
Profits in North Louisiana, (Agricultural Experiment Station 
Publication No. 525), Baton Rouge: Louisiana State
University, June 1959.
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timber and pulpwood was determined. The current price 
received for the timber was used to compute annual expected 
returns.
Table LV presents the estimated net returns and 
returns per acre that could be expected from the forestry 
enterprise on an annual basis. The timbered land on three 
of the sample farms had been cut so severely that they were 
not producing marketable timber.
Costs and Returns of the Farm Unit - The above 
discussion considered the costs and returns of each enter­
prise, found on the sample cotton farms. The costs charged 
to the enterprises were only cash or out-of-pocket charges. 
There are other costs, however, that cannot be prorated to 
each individual enterprise.
Table LVI presents a complete summary of the costs and 
returns of the six cotton farms. All of the farms display 
positive returns to labor and management ever after interest 
on investment is removed. However, if labor.at 50 cents per 
hour were included as a cost, only Farms One, Two, and Three 
would still have positive returns.
It would appear after comparing net returns on a per 
acre basis that Farm Two had the best combination of enter­
prises. Farm Five had the next highest net return per acre.
Table LV. Net Returns, Timber Enterprise, six Cotton Farms, North Central Louisiana,
1958-59
: Farms
Item : One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
Net returns 951.75 681.75 810.00 — —
Net returns per acre 6.75 6.75 6.75 — —
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Table LVI. Total Costs and Returns of the Farm Unit, Six Cotton Farms, North Central
Louisiana, 1958-59
: Farms
Item : One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
Out-of-pocket costs (all enter­
prises) 11,293 7,792 2,073 2,403 ‘ 1,881 3,624
Miscellaneous cost (farm unit)
Truck expense 689 283 219 212 264 391
Repairs (machinery & equipment) 537 27 ' 78 33 58 6
Repairs (buildings) 36 - 22 75 30 17
Fence maintenance 48 115 106 87 30 63
Farm insurance 24 ' - - - - _
Telephone and electricity 26 - 18 - - 5
Depreciation 1, 149 670 670 413 187 205
Taxes 245 52 12 46 - 8
Total cash and miscellaneous costs 14,047 8,939 3, 198 3, 269 2,450 4, 319
Total returns (all enterprises) 19,528 13,383 5,862 5, 014 4,181 5,859
Net returns (above out-of-pocket
costs and depreciation) 5,481 4,444 / 2,664 1, 745 1, 731 1,540
Net returns per acre 12.46 16.16 9.48 5.45 13.85 10.69
Interest on investment at 4 percent 2,648 . 1,401 1, 272 1,481 400 763 i
Net returns above interest on ii
investment 2,833 3,043 1, 392 264 1,331 • 777
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The returns to Farm Five, however, were not especially due 
to superior managerial ability nor efficient utilization of 
resources, but to an abundance of free labor.
Returns on all the farms- could, have been increased by 
more intensive use of the land that was not utilized in pro­
ducing cotton. None of the farm operators, however, placed 
sufficient emphasis on supplementary enterprises to obtain 
more, efficient use of land resources.
On many of the farms, land that was idle could have 
been used for beef, hay, or timber production. Severely cut­
over timberland could have either been cleared entirely and 
used for pasture or replanted to more productive species.
Hypothetical Model Yielding a $5,000 Income 
Above Out-of-Pocket Costs Plus Depreciation
This section presents a hypothetical farm unit designed 
to return $5,000 to the operator for his labor, managerial 
skill and investment. Since government restrictions limit 
the acreage that can be used for the production of cotton, it 
would be unrealistic to attempt to contrast extensive and in­
tensive methods of operation. Thus, only one model farm was 
designed.
Analysis of the sample cotton farms indicates that not 
all of the land area of the farm units is sufficiently fertile
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and level enough to produce cotton. Thus, in order to obtain 
maximum returns from the complete farm unit, the cotton 
farmers must make efficient use of.this excess acreage. 
Selection of Enterprises
Since the size of the model farm will be dependent 
upon the number of acres of land suitable for the production 
of cotton., the first major assumption in designing the farm 
unit pertains to the size of the cotton acreage. The sample
of six farms had an average of approximately 75 acres suitable
for cotton production. Of this 75 acres, an average of only 
38 acres was covered by a cotton allotment. Using this basic 
acreage and applying the ratio of cotton land to other acreage 
in the farm unit, the model farm is assumed to consist of 315 
acres, as follows:
Land suitable for row crops 75 acres
i
Land suitable for pasture or timber 107 acres
Land in timber 115 acres
Wasteland, homestead, etc. 18 acres
Total farm size 315 acres
Two of the enterprises are predetermined; i.e., 38 
acres of cotton and 115 acres of timber. The major problem 
was to decide on a use for the 3 7 acres of fertile land 
level enough for row crop production and the 107 acres of
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relatively hilly and infertile land. Selection of enterprises 
to make use of this available land was confined to those 
enterprises found on the sample farms. It is reasonable to 
assume that other potentially profitable supplementary enter­
prises were considered and rejected by the sample farmers 
possibly because of lack of market outlets, excessive capital 
requirements, labor needs, etc.
The supplementary enterprises established on the six 
sample farms were corn, beef, hogs and truck crops. Analysis 
of the truck crop enterprise revealed three major drawbacks. 
First, it required extremely large amounts of labor. Second, 
it conflicted with the cotton enterprise in its need for labon, 
and third, its market outlets were limited, i.e., dependent 
upon local demand. •
The two hog enterprises required better equipment and 
managerial ability than was found on the sample farms.
The corn enterprise displayed a fairly consistent 
profit on all sample farms. In addition, corn is a versatile 
product, as it can be readily stored or marketed through 
livestock.
The beef or timber enterprise would provide the best 
returns per acre from the relatively hilly, infertile land 
and would always have a fairly reliable market outlet. How­
ever, if a charge is not made for the fanner's labor, the
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beef enterprise supplemented by row crop residue and woodland 
pasture would bring higher returns on a per acre basis than 
the timber enterprise.
Investment
The investment items of the model cotton farm would be 
land, beef cattle, barns, and farm equipment. Open land was 
valued at $100 an acre and timber land,' waste land, and home­
stead area at $60 an a.cre.
The beef herd of the model cotton farm was assumed to 
consist of the same type animals as Model Beef Farm A. The 
value of the animals on the cotton farms were not used be­
cause they demonstrated more dairy characteristics than beef.
Investment in barns, farm equipment, and miscellaneous 
and depreciation charges was based on sample farms having the 
same enterprises as the model, farm.
Inputs for the Model Cotton Farm
In designing the model cotton farm, input-output data 
were obtained from the sample of cotton farms, experiment 
station publications and the sample of beef cattle farms. 
Inputs and outputs for each of the supplementary enterprises 
are discussed separately:
Cotton Enterprise - The fertilizer applications and
expected yields were obtained from the North Louisiana Hill
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Farm Experiment Station. The results of a five year 
experiment.at the station indicates that with an application' 
of 500 pounds of 8-8-8, approximately 1,010 pounds of seed 
• cotton can be obtained per acre. All other data were 
obtained from the farm -records, of the six sample farms. 
Appendix Table 23 presents a summary of the estimated annual 
costs and returns on a per acre basis.
Corn Enterprise - The corn yield per acre is assumed 
to be 43 bushels and the price received $1.10 per bushel. 
Prices, yields, and fertilizer applications are based on 
data obtained from the.sample .cotton farms. Appendix Table 
24.presents a summary of the estimated annual costs and 
returns on a per acre basis. '•
The Beef Enterprise - Pasture requirements are the 
same as that of Model Beef Farm A. That is, approximately 
1.5 acres of unimproved pasture and 0.6 of an acre of im­
proved pasture is assumed to be furnished each brood cow.
The costs incurred on a per acre basis are the same as those 
of the beef farmers with the exception that fencing charges
North Louisiana Hill Farm Experiment Station 1955 
Annual Progress Report, (Homer:. Louisiana Agricultural 
Experiment Station ) p. 16.
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are removed. Fencing charges on the cotton farms are 
included as a part of miscellaneous costs.
The winter ration of the herd would consist of high 
protein Coastal Bermuda hay. However, it is assumed that 
the animals will be able to obtain approximately 25 percent 
of their wihter roughage requirements from crop residue and 
woodland pasture. Thus, only 1,875 pounds of Coastal 
Bermuda hay would be needed per head. Approximately 0.2 of 
an acre per head of Coastal Bermuda hay meadow is needed to 
produce the required hay. Appendix Table 9 presents the 
estimated costs per acre of Coastal Bermuda hay. However, 
since the total amount of hay needed is small, it is assumed 
that the hay will be custom-baled. Estimated total cost to 
produce and custom harvest an acre of Coastal Bermuda hay is 
$88.64.
Based on acreage requirements per cow the 107 acres of 
open land is divided into 70 acres of unimproved pasture, 28 
acres of improved pasture, and 9 acres of hay meadow.
The type of brood cow, calving system, marketing 
weight of calves, and prices received are assumed to be the 
same as Model Beef Farm A.
Based on pasture and feed requirements, the herd size 
is assumed to be a 46 cow herd consisting of 41 brood cows, 
four heifers and one bull.
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Assuming a 90 percent calf crop, the herd should 
produce 31 calves and 3 cull cows for sale annually.
Timber Enterprise - The timbered land is assumed to be 
the same as the representative woodlot selected by the North
3Louisiana Hill Farm Experiment Station forester. This wood­
lot produced approximately 130 board feet of saw logs and 0.6 
of a cord of pulpwood per acre annually.
Labor Inputs
Labor is not a limiting factor in the operation of the 
model cotton farm. Available labor exceeds labor needs for 
all. but two months out of the year (Appendix Table 25) .
Costs and Returns
Table LVII presents a summary of the costs and returns 
of the model cotton farm. Out-of pocket costs plus deprecia­
tion total $5,727. Cotton accounts for 51 percent of the 
total costs and 51 percent of the gross returns.
Table LVIII presents the capital investment that would 
be required for the model cotton farm.. As with the sample 
cotton farms, the major investment items are land and equip­
ment. However, a larger investment in livestock was assumed 
on the model farm than was found on the sample cotton farms.
3See discussion on page 125.
Table LVII. Estimated Cost and Returns of a Model Cotton Farm, North Central Louisiana
Gross returns
Cotton lint 16,872 pounds at 30.4 $ $ 5,129
Cotton seed 10.8 tons at $46.71 504
Calves 31 (428 lbs.) at 22$ 2, 919
Cows 3 (800 lbs.) at 14$ 336
Corn 1,161 bushels at $1.10 1,277
Saw logs 14.95 M board feet at $30 448
Pulpwood 67.8 cords at $4.75 322
Total gross returns $ 10,935
Costs
Cotton 38 acres at $77.39 $ 2, 941
Corn 27 acres at 23.89 645
Improved pasture 28 acres at 7.16 200
Unimproved pasture 70 acres at 1.21 85
Hay meadow 9 acres at 88.64 798
Veterinary fees and medicine $1.13 per cow (46) 52
Spray materials and worming $ .43 per cow (46) 20
Miscellaneous,costs farm unit 424
Depreciation farm unit 490
Taxes , $ .23 an acre (315) 72
Total above costs $ 5, 727
(Continued)
Table LVII. (Continued) Estimated Costs and Returns of a Model Cotton Farm, North
Central Louisiana
Net returns above cash costs and depreciation $5,208’
Returns per acre 16.53
Interest on investment at 4 percent 1, 706
Net returns above interest on investment 3,502
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Table LVIII. Estimated Investment Required for the Operation
of the Model Cotton Farm, North Central
Louisiana
Livestock
Brood Cows 41 at $150 $ 6,150
Heifers 4 at 75 300
Bulls 1 at 500 500
Total livestock $ 6,950
Barns $ 3,500
Land
Open land 182 acres at $108 $19,656
Woodland, homestead, etc. 133 acres at 60 7, 980
Total land $27,636
Farm equipment $ 4,571
Total Capital Investment $42,657
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The increased investment in livestock is due to the high 
grade animals assumed to be included on the model farm. The 
market for the type calves produced by the farmers was 
limited to local slaughter demand. The better quality calves 
produced by the model farm would not only meet local slaughter 
requirements but also feeder buyer requirements, thus widen­
ing the market outlet.
The major difference between the model cotton farm and 
the sample of six cotton farms is mdre intensive utilization 
of the land area. The enterprises are basically the same. 
Assumed yields in some cases are less, but every available 
acre that is capable of providing some income is in production. 
This overcomes the major fault of the cotton farmers. Most 
had not adjusted the farm unit to the reduction in cotton 
acreage and much of the land area was not producing at ca­
pacity.
The major conclusion that can be drawn from the data 
presented above is that the cotton enterprise supplemented 
with suitable alternative enterprises is still profitable in 
the North Central Louisiana area at current support prices.
The data obtained from the six sample farms indicate 
that to obtain sufficient cotton acreage for profitable pro­
duction, a .relatively large farm is needed. The model farm- .
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substantiates this. Even if one were to obtain sufficient
acreage, the next problem is to obtain a cotton allotment.
The United States Department of Agriculture Commodity
Stabilization Service reports a 26 percent decrease in acreage
4of cotton allotments in the area from 1959 to 1960.
Thus, it would appear that restrictions imposed by the 
government effectively limit.the possibility of the emergence 
of new cotton farms in the North Central Louisiana area.
4United States Department of Agriculture Commodity 
Stabilization Service, Louisiana Report of Programs 
Administered by State and Parish A.S.C. Committees: 
(Alexandria, 1958-59 and 1959-60, section XII,.Table 1).
CHAPTER VI
ABOVE AVERAGE GENERAL FARMS IN 
NORTH CENTRAL LOUISIANA
General Description
Three of the sample general farms were located in 
Webster Parish, two in JacKson Parish and one in Union Parish. 
Soil type and topography was of the same general nature as 
found on the beef, dairy, and cotton farms.
Table LIX presents a general summary of the six farms 
included in this part of the study. The farms are arranged 
according to size of farm income and identified by number, 
with Farm One having the highest and Farm Six the lowest farm 
income.
Returns above out-of-pochet costs plus depreciation 
ranged from $599 to $2,631, and net returns per acre ranged 
from $2.16 to $20.86. The farms ranged in size from 104 acres 
to 860 acres.
The average age of the farmers was 52 years, and their 
educational level ranged from no formal schooling to a 
Master's degree in Industrial Education. The average size
of the family was four (Table LX).
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(Dollars) (Dollars) (Acres) (Dollars)
One 2, 631 6.36 414 61,125
Two 2, 169 20.86 104 26,909
Three 2, 048 2.38 .860 123,581
Four 1, 317 4.24 310 33,460
Five 1,064 5.85 182 26,792
Six 599 2.16 276 31,446
Average
all
farms 1, 638 6.98 358 50,552
Table LX. Age, Educational Level and Size of Family, six 
General Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
Z i Educational : Size of
Farms : Age : level ; family*
(Years) (Years) (Number)
One 60 8 6
Two 55 16 3
Three 35 12 3 ■
Four 47 12 4
Five 64 - 4
Six 50 11 4
Average
all farms 52 10 4
* Includes farm operator, wife and children.
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Only one farm was mortgaged and the mortgage was held 
by the father of the operator. A $1,000 short-term loan had 
been obtained from the local bank by one farm operator 
during the year of the study.
Table LXI presents the percentage of gross income 
derived from the various enterprises carried out on the six 
general farms. Beef and hog enterprises provided some 
income on all sample farms. Other enterprises included 
timber, cotton, truck crops, corn, broilers, sheep and 
harvested seed crops. Off farm work and oil leases represent­
ed a source of income for four of the six farms.
Table LXI. Percent of Gross Returns Received from Farm
Enterprises, Six General Farms, North Central 
Louisiana, 1958-59
; Farms
Enterprise : One : Two : Three : Four Five : Six
Beef 20 9
(Percent) 
29 . 29 33 37
Hogs 8 38 5 10 35 13
Timber 3 1 13 31 - -
Cotton 17 - 45 - - 5
Truck crops - 1 28 32
Corn 10 2 4 5 - -
Broiler 34 33 - - - ' -
Sheep - - - - - 13
Harvested seed crops* 5 - 4 - - -
Other income*** 3 17 — 24 4 —
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100
* Includes oats, crimson clover and wheat.
* *  Includes income from oil leases and off-farm work.
The outward appearance of the general farms was very 
similar to the cotton farms. Most of the homes of the farmer 
were typical of the farming area. The farm buildings were 
adequate and well constructed.
Detailed Analysis 
The type of enterprises found on the general farms 
depended upon the number of acres suitable for row crop pro­
duction and whether or not the farm had a cotton allotment.
In general, the more acres suitable for row crop production, 
the more varied were the enterprises followed. Table LXII 
presents the total acreage and the number of acres suitable 
for row crop production on each farm. These data show that 
on the average there are approximately 4.2 acres not suitable 
for row crop production for each acre that is adapted to row 
crop production.
Labor Inputs
The major problem on the general farms, with the 
exception of two or three months, was to fully utilize the 
operator's labor (Table LXIII). There were a relatively 
large number of acres in cotton on two farms; however, on one 
farm this was not a problem, since share croppers were respon 
sible for all needed labor. Therefore, the operator's labor 
was freed for other uses. The other farm operator hired all
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Table LXII. Farm Acreage, Acreage Suitable for Row Crop
Production and Land Use Pattern, Six General
Farms, North Central Louisiana
: Farms
Item ;: One Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
Total farm land 414 104 ' 860 310 182 276
Acres suitable for 
row crop production 139 24 209 36 52 56
Land use pattern 
Beef 151 ■54 208 84 44 79
Hogs 33 4 25 Lot 36 . 14
Sheep • . 75
Cotton • 27 — 70 — — 1
Truck crops — — — 2 9 14
Corn 26 9 ' 15 — --
Harvested seed crops 39 — 25
Timber 126 33 406 210 85 - 76
Idle -- -- 64
Homestead,waste, etc. 12 . 4 47 14 • 8 17
of the labor needed for cotton hoeing and picking. The
remaining operators used extra labor only during the hay and
corn harvesting periods. 
Buildings
In' general, the buildings were in better condition than 
those observed on the cotton farms. The barns ranged in age 
from 15 to 40 years and were of sufficient size to fulfill 
farm needs. Broiler houses accommodating 2,000 to 3,000 
birds had been constructed on two of the farms.
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Table LXIII. Annual Labor Requirements for the Operation of
Six General Farms, North Central Louisiana,
1958-59
Farms Cotton
: : Other :
: Trucks: row :
: crops : crops : Poultry :Livestock: Total
One 1231.5 1082.0 292.8 487.2 3093.5
Two - 549.6 758.4 1308.0
Three 217 3 560.3 694.0 3427.3
Four - 53.0 602 .5 655.5
Five - 398.5 829.2 1227 .2
Six 75.0 278.4 735.5 1088.9
Two farms had small hog farrowing houses, open on one 
side and partitioned into three stalls, but only one had a 
cement floor.
Equipment
Tractors were used on five.of the farms, and mule 
power was used on the other one. Combines and hay balers 
were part of the equipment on two of the farms. Broiler 
houses were well supplied with mechanical feeding equipment 
and special watering systems.
Investment
Total investment in the six general farms ranged from 
a low of $26,792 to a high of $123,581 (Table LXIV). The
Table LXIV. Total Investment in the Six General Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
; Farms
Item : One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
Livestock 5,060 1,493 7, 945
(Dollars)
3,350 4, 380 2,860
Land 40,140 12,175 75,850 27/250 15,405 23,800
Buildings 6, 000 1,100 9,900 1, 050 3,500 2,000
Poultry houses . 2,000 6,562 — — —
Farrowing pens’ 425 — -- 325 —
Farm equipment 7, 225 2,507 . 29,886 2,810 3,182 2, 786
Poultry equipment 700 2, 647 — — — —
Total investment 61, 125 26,909 123,581 33,460 26,792 31,446
147
148
investment pattern on the farms was rather closely correlated 
with the' size of the farms. Investment on the smaller farms 
were for more intensive type enterprises requiring more 
specialized equipment. Major investment items were land and 
equipment.
Management Practices and Costs and Returns
Costs charged against the enterprises, with the 
exception of poultry, are only the out-of-pocket costs. Once 
the discussion of the various enterprises is completed, the 
enterprises are brought together again as a farm unit, and 
those fixed and variable costs that could not be specifically 
allocated to any individual enterprise are charged against 
the farm unit. The poultry enterprise utilized identifiable 
factors which could readily be allocated to that enterprise.
Livestock Enterprise - The management practices and 
quality of the beef herd on the general farms were very 
similar to those on the cotton farms, with the exception 
that temporary winter pasture was provided on all the general 
farms but only on one of the cotton farms.
Out of pocket costs for the beef enterprise varied 
from a low of $19.90 to a high of $66.17 per head (Table LXV). 
The higher costs on the general farms may be attributed to 
the added cost of providing winter pasture. Net returns per
Table LXV. Annual Out-of-pocket Costs Per Head"for the Beef Enterprise, six General
Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59*
j • Farms
Item : one : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
(Dollars)-
Permanent pasture . 78 3.17 1.29 10.91 24.40 2.80
Temporary winter pasture 7.14 . 10.26 7.12 3.00 12.70 7.36
Feed costs (purchased) 9.61 .45 .94 21.50 18.63 10.46
Feed costs (home grown) 13.73 7.54 9.96 12.01 8.89 5.20
Other costs**' 2.38 3.50 .59 2.10 1.55 .55
Total costs per head 33.64 24.92 19.90 49.52 66.17 26.37
* Does not include operator and family labor.
** Other includes veterinary, medicine, spray materials, and hauling charges.
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acre ranged from $2.24 to $7.62 (Table LXVI). Returns to 
the beef enterprise were lower than returns obtained by the 
beef cattle farmers and cotton farmers. Basically, this 
resulted from understocked pastures, low quality calves, and 
excessive wintering costs due to expensive temporary winter 
pastures.
The hog enterprises differed considerably from those 
on the cotton farms. They were of a larger scale, and the 
feeding practices were superior to those of the cotton 
farmers. Pastures were generally provided for the hogs.
Feed crops, consisting of corn, soybeans, and sorghum, were 
hogged off on three of the farms.
Annual out-of-pocket costs ranged from $14.58 per head 
to $22.03 per head (Table LXVII). Net returns ranged from 
$6.46 per acre to $40.75 per acre (Table LXVIII). The excep­
tionally high returns to Farm Two resulted from a premium 
price of two and one-half cents per pound over the next 
highest price received by the other farmers due to the supe­
rior quality of hogs produced on Farm Two.
With the exception of Farm Operator Two, the farmers . 
did not demonstrate sufficient managerial ability or interest 
in this enterprise. The hog enterprise is a risky enterprise. 
Demand for and supply of, hogs fluctuates quite widely.
Table LXVI. Costs and Returns Per Acre, the Beef Enterprise, Six General Farms, North
Central Louisiana, 1958-59
Farms
Item : One Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
Total cost* 1,311.98 249.19
(Dollars) 
1,273.38 891.42 1,245.48 659.61
Total returns 2,966.00 487.50 3,568.00 1,080.00 1, 741.00 1,074.64
Net returns 1,654.02 238.31 2,294.62 188.58 495.52 415.03
Net returns per acre 7.45 3 .45 7.62 2.24 3.96 2.68
* Includes only out-of-pocket costs.
Table LXVII.. Annual Out-of-pocket Costs Per Head, the Hog Enterprise, Six General Farms,
North Central Louisiana, 1958-59*
: Farms
Item : One : Two * Three : Four : Five : Six
Pasture —  _ .32 .77
(Dollars)
1.98 —
Hogged-off crops — 1.70 — — .42 2.26
Feed costs (purchased) 6.15 10.74 4.20 19.63 6.63 3.14
Feed costs (home grown) 14.59 4.23 9.23 / 10.53 11.34
Other costs** 1.29 1.43 .38 .24 .72 .63
Total cost per head 22.03 18.42 ' 14.58 19.87 20.28 17.37
* Does not include operator and family labor.
** Other includes veterinary, medicine, spray materials and hauling charges.
Table LXVTII. Costs and Returns Per Acre, the Hog Enterprise, Six General Farms, North
Central Louisiana, 1958-59
: Farms
* One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
Total cost* 902.75 1,013.55
(Dollars)
481.14 437.36 1,176.71 208.58
Total returns 1,116.00 1,584.05 646.80 370.00 1,764.00 352.00
Net returns 213.25 570.50 165.66 - 67.36 587.29 143.42
Net returns per acre 6.46 40.75 6.62 - 5.61 15.87 10.24
* Includes only out-of-pocket costs.
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Returns can toe exceptionally high or unusually low. A 
farmer with this enterprise must watch the market closely. 
Market weights and rations must toe adjusted frequently.' In 
general, this enterprise calls for a high level of managerial 
ability.
Sheep was included as an enterprise on only one farm, 
and the enterprise did not show favorable returns. Total 
out-of-pocket costs of the enterprise amounted to $359 and 
gross returns totaled $378. Net return per acre was only 32 
cents from the sheep enterprise.
The poor success of the sheep enterprise in the area 
may toe attributed largely to the lack of market outlets for 
mutton, lamb, and wool.
The Cotton Enterprise - There were no major differences 
in the management practices, costs and returns of the cotton 
enterprises on the general farms from those on the large 
scale cotton farms. Costs and returns for the cotton enter­
prise are presented in Table LXIX.
Corn Enterprise - Just as with the cotton enterprise, 
there were no major differences in the management practices, 
costs and returns of the corn enterprise between the cotton 
farms and the general farms with the exception of Farm Four. 
The large returns per acre obtained by Farm operator Four




: One : Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
(Dollars)
Total costs* 1,772.12 5,239.50 77.27
Total returns 2,795.00 6,014.00 141.00
Net returns 1,022.88 . 774.50 63.73
Net returns per acre 37.88 4.06 63.73
* Includes only out-of-pocket costs.
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were due to the sale of corn as roasting ears at $6.00 per 
bushel (Table LXX).
Small Grain Enterprise - Small grains were planted 
and harvested on only two of the general farms. Net returns 
per acre to this enterprise were relatively low, with net 
returns ranging from $2.19 per acre to. $7.40 (Table LXX).
Truck Crops - Field peas, sweet potatoes, and Irish 
potatoes displayed relatively large net returns per acre 
(Table LXXI). However, demand for the products of these 
crops is confined to the local community. Thus, one or two 
farms can very easily supply the needs of the local community. 
If more than this number attempted to produce and market 
crops of this type, the market would no longer be attractive. 
Furthermore, crops of this type require a-great deal of 
labor. Fortunately, farmers engaged in producing truck crops 
had large families to provide the necessary labor..
Timber Enterprise - The timber enterprises on the 
general farms were similar to the timber enterprises on the 
cotton farms with the exception that new pine plantations had 
been started on two of the general farms. Returns to the 
timber enterprise are presented in Table LXXII. The timbered 
land on two of the farms had been cut over so severely that 
tracts were not producing marketable timber.
\
Table LXX. Costs and Returns Per Acre 
Central Louisiana, 1958-59
to Corn, Oats, Wheat, and Crimson Clover, North
Farms
Enterprise ! One [ Two * Three ] Four . ' Five [ Six
• , [Dollars)
Corn (•
Total cost* 695.52 51.19 310.50 23.47 — . —
Total returns 1,388.80 94.50 465.15 180.00' — 1 ■ —
Net returns 693.28 43.31 154.65 156.53 ■-- —
Net returns per acre 24.76 25.48 10,31- 156.53 —. —
Oats ,
Total costs* 538.20 -- 311.25 — —
Total returns 789.65 — 339.75 — —
Net returns 251.45 — 28.50 — —
Net returns per acre 6.45. — 2.19 — • —
Wheat
Total costs* — 78.48 — —
Total returns — — 102.00 — . ■=:__
Net returns -- — 23.52 — . --
Net returns per acre -- -- 5.88 — --
Crimson clover
Total costs* — — 115.84 — —
Total returns — — 175.00 — —
Net returns — — 59.16 — — |-Net returns per acre — 7.40 — —
' ’H,
* Includes only out-of-pocket costs. ..
** Corn was harvested .in- the milk stage and sold as roasting earsrat $6 per bushel.
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Table LXXI. Costs and Returns Per Acre of Field Peas, Sweet Potatoes and Irish Potatoes,
Six General Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
: Farms




• 23.42 119.31 141/67
Total returns — — -- 50.00 321.00 576.00
Net returns ~~ — — 26.58 201.69 434.33
Net returns per acre -- — -- 13.29 33.61 36.19
Sweet potatoes* 
Total costs** 177.81 41.85
Total returns — -- — — 750.00 220.00
Net returns . -- ' -- -- 572.19 178.15
Net returns per acre — -- -- — 286.09- 178.15
Irish potatoes* 
Total costs** 49.56 44.96
Total returns — -- — 126.00 138.00
Net returns — -- — 76.44 93.04
Net returns per acre — — — — 76.44 93.04 .
* Costs of sacks and crates allocated equally among enterprises.
** Includes only out-of-pocket costs.
Table LXXII. Net Returns to the Timber Enterprise, Six General FarmsNorth Central
Louisiana, 1958-59
2 Farms •
Item : One : Two : Three • : Four : Five • Six
Net returns 371.25 44.70
(Dollars) 
1,683.76 1,417.50 _____ _____




The Broiler Enterprise - Only two of the general 
farmers had the equipment necessary to produce broilers.
Only one of these operated independently, and at the end of 
the year his costs totaled $5,277 compared to gross returns 
of $4,968, resulting in a net loss of $309. The other farm 
operator had negotiated a contract with a local feed company 
whereby the company furnished the birds, feed, and medicine 
and the operator supplied the equipment, electricity, and 
labor. As payment for his services, expenses and equipment, 
the operator received five cents for each bird marketed. 
Costs, which included repairs to equipment, depreciation 
charges, and electrical expenses, totaled $752.78. Gross 
returns totaled $1,970 and net returns $1,217.22. The oper­
ator reported, however, that the contract covered only one 
production period and there was no guarantee that the con­
tract would be renewed.
Costs and Returns of the Farm Unit - Table LXXIII 
presents a complete summary of the costs and returns of each 
of the six sample farm units. Positive returns to labor and 
management, above out-of-pocket costs and depreciation, were 
evident on all farms. However, when interest on investment 
at four percent was removed, four of the farms displayed 
negative returns. Only Farm Two would still have positive
Table LXXIII. Costs and Returns, Six General Farms, North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
Farms
Item ; One : Two ; Three | Four \ Five i Six
Out-of-pocket costs (all enterprises) 10,332 1,409 7, 810' 1, 374 2, 769 1, 532
Miscellaneous costs 
Truck expense 269 325 262 80 285 228
Repairs (machinery and equipment) 110 40 259. 8 . 33 51
Repairs (buildings) - - ’ 150 - - 28
Fence maintenance 96 35 201 50 54 32
Telephone and electricity 9 22 48 3 36 -
Depreciation (farm) 712 223 2,039. 182 454 368
Depreciation (broiler) 166 658 - - - -
Taxes 70 - 177 ■ 34 7 42
Total out-of-pocket plus depreciation 
costs 11,764 2, 712 10', 946 1, 731 . 3,638 2, 281
Total returns (all enterprises) 14,395 4, 881 12,994 3, 048 4,702 2, 880
Net returns (above out-of-pocket costs 
plus depreciation) 2,631 2, 169 2, 048 1, 317 1,064 599
Net returns per acre 6.36 20.86 2.38 4.24 5.85 2.16
Interest on investment at four percent 2,445 1, 083 4,943 1, 338 1, 076 1, 258
Net returns above interest on investment 186 1, 086 -2,895 . ~ 21 - 12 - 659
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returns if a charge of 50 cents per hour were made for labor. 
The high returns.on Farm Two were primarily due to the ex­
cellent returns from the hog, corn, and contract poultry 
enterprises.
The principal criticism that can be made of all the. 
sample farms is that every available acre was not utilized 
to capacity. Most of the farm operators concentrated on row 
crops and in many cases were receiving adequate returns from 
this acreage. However, a larger part of the land area on 
the farms was not suitable for row crop enterprises but 
could have been used for less intensive purposes rather than 
being idle.
Hypothetical Model Yielding a $5,000 
Income Above Out-of-Pocket Costs Plus 
Depreciation
This section presents a diversified farm unit designed 
to return $5,000 to the operator for his labor, managerial 
skills and investment. Only one model farm was designed be­
cause the yields obtained by these farmers were better than 
those obtained on the North Louisiana Hill Farm Experiment 
Station. The only exception to this was the beef cattle 
enterprise. However, the enterprise as presented in the model
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general farm represents a.synthesis of both sample farm and 
recommended experiment station practices.
Selection of Enterprises
Table LXXIV presents the net returns per acre that an 
operator could expect to receive from the enterprises believed 
to be the most practical in the North Louisiana Hill Farm 
Area. Truck crops were not included because of limited, 
market outlets. Wheat, oats, and Crimson clover were con­
sidered and rejected because the enterprises could be con­
sidered competitive with beef for land area, and the beef 
enterprise provides higher net returns per acre.
The contract broiler enterprise carried out on one 
sample farm displayed relatively high returns. However, the 
contract broiler enterprise was not included because returns 
to the enterprise require a relatively large investment in 
specialized equipment, and returns to the enterprise are 
entirely dependent upon the decisions of someone other than 
the farmer. The farmer would never be sure that his contract 
would be renewed, and the carrying out of the enterprise on 
an independent basis has not been profitable.
Investment
The principal investment items of the model general 
farm are land, livestock, equipment, and buildings, in that 
order.
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Table LKXIV. Estimated Returns Per Acre, Above Out-of-
Pocket Costs, Selected Farm Enterprises in the








Timber(planted pine plantation) . 9.58***
Timber (mixed all age farm woodlot) 6.75****
* Based on data presented in Appendix Table 26.
** Based on herd obtaining part of winter feed require­
ments from field residue and woodland grazing.
*** Source: F. L. Corty and J. J. Stevens, Pine Planting
Profits, (Bulletin No. 525, Baton Rouge: 
Louisiana Agricultural Experiment.Station, 
June 1959),- Table 4, p. 11. Returns based 
on a 40.year rotation.
* * * * See discussion on page 125.
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Open land was valued at $111 an acre and timbered 
land at $65 an acre. The aggregate investment in land was 
assumed to include the farm dwelling.
High quality brood sows were valued at $62.50 a head. 
The beef herd of the model general farm was assumed to con­
sist of the same type animals as Model Beef Farm A.
Investment in barns, general farm equipmentmiscel­
laneous and depreciation charges were based on sample farms 
having the same basic enterprises as the model farm.
Investment in the farrowing house and hog equipment 
was based on Farm Two's investment in these items.
Inputs for the Model General Farm
In designing the model general farm, input-output data 
were obtained from the sample general farms, cotton farms, 
beef cattle farms, and experiment station publications. In­
puts and outputs for each of the supplementary enterprises 
are discussed separately.
Cotton Enterprise - The average size cotton allotment 
in North central Louisiana is eight acres.'*' Thus, it is 
assumed that eight acres of cotton would be planted on the 
general farm. Fertilizer applications, expected yields and
\j. S. Department of Agriculture Commodity 
Stabilization service, op. cit., Section III, Table I.
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costs and returns per acre are the same as the model cotton 
farm (Appendix Table 23) .
The Hog and Corn Enterprise - it is assumed that the 
model farm would have a hog enterprise consisting of ten 
brood sows. A larger number of brood sows would require 
managerial ability beyond that observed among the sample 
farmers. Approximately five acres of pasture and 32 acres 
of corn would be required for this size operation. Appendix 
Table 26 presents the costs and returns envisaged for the 
enterprise. The assumption is made that the operator would 
feed corn to the hogs as long as hog prices remain above $14 
per hundredweight. If hog prices were to drop below $14 per 
hundredweight and corn prices remain at $1.10 per bushel, 
corn would be sold.
It is assumed that an additional 35 acres of corn is 
produced for sale. This corn could also serve as a source 
of feed for beef cattle and hogs in case of low crop yields 
or pasture failure. The costs and returns per acre for the 
corn enterprise is the same as for the model cotton farm 
(Appendix Table-24) .
The Beef Cattle Enterprise - The beef cattle enter­
prise is assumed to be the same as the beef cattle enter­
prise of the model cotton farm. Appendix Table 27 presents 
the estimated costs and returns for the beef enterprise.
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Timber Enterprise - it is assumed that the timbered 
acreage of the model general farm would consist of a 60- 
acre even-aged loblolly pine plantation, managed on a 40- 
year rotation, plus a 67-acre mixed ail-age forest.
Labor Inputs
Needed labor exceeds the labor assumed to be available 
on the farm only one month out of the year (Appendix Table 28). 
The enterprises do not conflict seriously in their labor 
requirements except during the harvesting of corn and cotton. 
Costs and Returns
Table LXXV presents a summary of the costs and returns 
of the model general farm. Cash or out-of-pocket costs plus 
depreciation total $4,984 and gross returns total $10,071.
Net returns to the operator for his labor, managerial skill 
and investment total $5,087.
Table LXXVI presents the capital investment that would 
be required for the model general farm. The farm displays 
fairly substantial returns after interest on investment is 
removed. If a charge of 50 cents is made for the operator's 
labor, returns are still adequate. Returns to capital are 
approximately six percent, which are only slightly less than 
returns to capital of the model dairy farm.


















132.7 cwt. at $22 
24.0 cwt. at $14 
160 cwt. at $18 
3,552 lbs. at 30.44 
2.4 tons at $46.71 
1,505 bushels at $1.10 
60 acres planted pine at $9.58 
71 acres all age mixed forest at $6.75
8 acres at $77.39 





.154.per acre (336 acres) 
Total out-of-pocket plus depreciation costs
Net returns above cash costs and depreciation 
Returns per acre
Interest on investment at four percent 






















* See Appendix Table 26 for details.
** See Appendix Table 25 for details.
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Table LXXVI. Estimated Investment Required for the
Operation of the Model General Farm, North
Central Louisiana
Livestock
Brood cows 41 at $150 $ 6, 150
Heifers 4 at $ 75 300
Bull - 1 at $500 500
Boars 1 at $150. 150
Sows 10 at $62.50 625
Total livestock $ 7, 725
Barns $ 2, 275
Farrowing pen $ 425
Total buildings $ 2, 700
Land
Open 2 00 acres at $111 $22,200
Woodland, homestead, etc. 136 acres at $ 69 9, 384
Total land $31,584
Farm equipment - $ 3, 298
Hog equipment 205
Total capital investment $45,512
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The model general farm represents a synthesis of the 
most profitable enterprises under prices.that now exist in 
the North Central Louisiana area. Major changes in the 
present price structure would not disrupt income to as large 
an extent on a diversified farm unit as it would on those 
with one major enterprise. If there were to be a complete 
cotton crop failure, for example, the model general farm would 
experience a reduction of 11 percent in income, whereas a 51 
.percent reduction in income would be experienced by the model 
cotton farm.
The principal conclusions that can be drawn from the 
data presented are:
1. The farmers placed too much emphasis on land suit­
able for row crop production and not sufficient emphasis on 
pasture and timber land.
2. Three farming types, dairy, cotton, and general 
farming, yield the highest returns per acre in that order.
Of the three, the general farm is.the only type not hampered 
by state and federal restraints against entry.
3. A general farm unit totaling 3 36 acres is required 
to obtain a labor income of '£.5,000. Data from the 1959 
Census indicate that less than 12 percent of the farms in 
the area have large enough acreage to be able to achieve the
income goal of ̂ the model general farm.
CHAPTER VII 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
The hill farm area of North Central Louisiana is 
experiencing a shift from open land farming to forestry. 
From 1954 to 1959 the total number of farms in the area 
decreased by 43 percent. During the same period an average 
of 17,562 acres per year were planted to timber under the 
auspices of Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 
programs. Additional acreage was planted by wood-using 
industries and other persons not eligible for Government 
aid. Many land owners wish to know what the prospects are 
for successful farming in an area that is rapidly losing 
many of its farms. Some have expressed the opinion that a 
reallocation of resources or better proportioning of factors 
of production will indicate open land farming may still be 
profitable.
The primary objective of this research is to provide 
landowners with information which they can use as a basis 
for decision making; particularly decisions regarding con­
trol and use of land resources.
The study was based on data collected from 24 above 
average resident farmers who obtained not less than 75
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percent of gross income from the farm unit. The farms were 
stratified according to farm type; i.e., beef, dairy, cotton, 
and general farming.
Model farms were designed for each of the major farm 
types h'r incorporating the best practices of the sample 
farmers. When it was apparent, however, that the sample of 
farmers were not following the latest recommended farm 
practices, an additional model was designed, incorporating 
experiment-station recommendations. The models were designed 
to return $5,000 to the farmer for his labor, managerial 
shill and investment.
Analysis of the specialized beef cattle farms revealed 
that the beef enterprise did not return sufficient income 
to compensate the operator for his labor, management and 
capital investment. The sample farms are able to continue 
as producing units only because they do not have outstanding 
fixed obligations. Both the sample farms and the model 
farms indicate that large acreages are needed to obtain an 
adequate income from a specialized beef cattle operation.
The sample farms averaged 440 acres and the model farm in­
corporating the most intensive practices required slightly 
more than 400 acres.
173
The dairy enterprise is a relatively profitable 
enterprise in the North Central Louisiana area at prevailing 
milk prices. The analysis revealed, however, that the sample 
farmers were carrying out the dairy operation in an extensive 
manner. Comparisons of the two model dairy farms indicated 
that the dairy enterprise is well adapted to intensive 
operation. The extensive model required more land, capital, 
and labor to obtain the same level of income as the inten­
sive model. The extensive model required 166 acres of land 
and a capital investment of $44,714. The intensive model 
required 95 acres of land and a capital investment of $34,978.
Although both dairy farm models indicate that an 
adequate return on investment can be obtained, even when a 
charge is made for the operator's labor, entry into the 
dairy enterprise is subject to state and federal regulation. 
Even more stringent limitations to the entry of new producers 
is expected in the near future.
Analysis of .the cotton farms revealed that the cotton 
enterprise supplemented by complementary enterprises is still 
profitable in the North Central Louisiana area at current 
support prices. However, the analysis also revealed that 
most of the sample farmers had not adjusted the farm unit to 
the reduction in cotton acreage and much of the land area
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was not being utilized to its fullest. Many acres of idle 
and unimproved land were prevalent on the cotton farms.
The model cotton farm required 315 acres of land and 
a capital investment of $42,557. Restrictions imposed by 
the Government, however, effectively limit the entry of new 
cotton farmers in the North Central Louisiana area.
Analysis of the general farms revealed that the enter­
prises yielding the largest returns per acre were cotton, hog, 
corn, beef, and timber in that order. Seemingly, the farmers 
placed too great an emphasis on the cotton and corn enter­
prises and not sufficient emphasis on the hog, beef, and 
timber enterprises.
A model farm designed to obtain an efficient balance 
between these enterprises, requiring 336 acres of land and a ■ 
capital investment of $45,512, ranked third, behind the 
specialized dairy and cotton farms, in net returns per acre.
Of these three farm types, the general farm is the only major 
farm type not hampered by state and federal restraints 
against entry.
The data presented in this study indicate that the 
principal factors contributing to the success of the sample 
farms were: (1) above average managerial ability and (2)
the debt-free ownership of a large land area.
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The need for a large land area is primarily due to 
the topography and fertility level of the soil. For each 
acre of crop land, level and fertile enough for intensive 
farming, there are approximately four acres of land suitable 
only for pasture, timber or other extensive use. Thus, the 
productivity of approximately three-fourths of a farm unit 
is relatively low. The model farms designed in this study 
substantiate this general observation. The model beef farms 
require in excess of 400 acres and the model cotton and 
general farms require in excess of 300 acres. Since the model 
farms incorporate the better practices of the successful 
farmers and also the experiment station recommendations, a 
farmer with average managerial ability would require an even 
larger farm unit to obtain the same level of returns.
Census data indicate that more than 6 0 percent of the 
farms in the area are less than 100 acres in size. The many 
small farm units must be enlarged if a moderation in the 
trend away from open land farming is to be achieved. This 
may not be an easy task, however. It is estimated that less 
than-25 percent of the land area still remains open. Com­
petition for the remaining open acreage may drive land prices 
to excessive levels. Also, much of the open land consists 
of small tracts isolated by large forested areas. The fact
176.
that mineral development is a possibility also tends to keep 
land prices in the area at higher than normal levels.
The days of open land farming are not necessarily 
limited in the North Central Louisiana Area. The many dairy 
farms now in existance can continue to operate as long as 
milk prices remain at present levels. On the same basis, 
those farms with large cotton allotments will continue to be 
successful in the area. The larger general farms, as well 
as the smaller general farms that can acquire additional 
acreage, offer the best possibilities for continued success­
ful open land farming. A diversified farm unit can withstand 
economic changes a great deal better than those farm units 
primarily dependent upon one enterprise. The small isolated 
farm units in all probability will become idle or revert to 
timber as the operators become too old to continue farming.
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Appendix Table 1. Fertilizer Applications and Yield From
Hay Meadows, Four Beef Cattle Farms,




: Yield per acre 
: (tons)













four farms N 50 *
P 27 1.7
K 27
* The hay yields of Farms One and Two were above that of 
the other farms, due to the proximity of the hay meadows 
to creek bottoms.
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Appendix Table 2. Fertilizer Applications and Yield From
Corn Acreage, Four Beef Cattle Farms,
North Central Louisiana, 1958-59
Farms* : Fertilizer :
Applications : 
(pounds) :















four farms N 66
P 29 43
K 29
* Farms One and Three corn yields were above average, due 
to previous applications of chicken manure.
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Appendix Table 3. Estimated Annual Cost of Producing 
Corn, Model Beef Farm A, North Central 
Louisiana
z : . Cost per : Cost per
Item : Amount : unit : acre
(Dollars) (Dollars)
Seed 7 pounds .21 1.47
Fertilizer
N 66 pounds . 12 7. 92
■ P ■29 pounds . 09 2.61
K 2 9 pounds . 07 2. 03
Labor
Operator 1s* 8. 0 hours — —
Hired** 8.0 hours .50 4. 00
Tractor 8.0 Hours .59 4.72
* No charge is made for the operator's labor.
** Labor is hired to harvest the crops.
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Appendix Table '4. Estimated Annual Cost per Acre of
Maintaining a Common Bermuda Pasture 
Mixture, Model Beef Farm A, North Central 
Louisiana
. Item : Amount :
Cost.per 
unit





. 12 1. 92
P 16 pounds . 09 1. 44
K 16 pounds .07 1. 12
Labor
Operator 1s* .5 hours _ • __






Total annual costs 7.50
* No charge is made for operator's labor.
• ** Clipping charge is an average of clipping costs of
Six Beef Cattle Farms.
*** Fencing charge is an average of fencing costs of 
Six Beef Cattle Farms.
**** Prorated charge is the establishment cost prorated
over 5 years.
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Appendix Table 5. Estimated Annual Cost of Maintaining an
Acre of Unimproved Pasture and Woodland 
Pasture, Model Beef Farm A, North Central 
Louisiana
Pasture : Cost per Acre
(Dollars)
Unimproved Pasture .
Clipping* . 2 8
Fencing** .34




* Clipping charge is an average of clipping costs of
Six Beef Cattle Farms.
** Fencing charge is an average of fencing costs of 
Six Beef Cattle Farms.
*** . Prorated charge is cost of applying one ton of lime 
prorated over seven years.
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Appendix Table 6. Estimated Annual Cost per acre of Pro­
ducing Common Bermuda Hay, Model Beef








N 50 pounds . 12 6.00 .
P 2 7 pounds" ■ .09 2.43
K . 2 7 pounds . 07 1.89
Labor
Operator's* 2.6 hours — —
Hired**. 3.7 hours . 50 1.85
Tractor and Baler 3.4 hours .59 2. 01
Twine 1.80
Total Cost 15. 99.
* No charge is made for the operator's labor.
** Labor is hired for the hay harvesting operation.
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Appendix Table 7. Estimated Cost to Establish Common
Bermuda Pasture Mixture, Model Beef
Farm A, North Central Louisiana
Item. : Amount
: Cost per 
: Unit




Kobe Lespedeza 25 pounds .24 6.00
Crimson Clover 12 pounds .30 3.60
Fertilizer
N 16 pounds .12 1.92
P 16 pounds .09 1.44 .
K 16 pounds c 07 1.12
Lime 1 tons 6. 50 6.50
Labor
*  ̂Operator *s 1.6 hours ' -
Tractor 1.6 hours o 59 .94
Total Cost . > 21.52
* No charge is made for the operator's labor.
** Under the cost-share arrangement $11.00 of-the total 
cost will be paid by the Agricultural Conservation 
Program.
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Appendix Table 8. Total Hours of Labor Used Monthly, Model
Beef Farm A, North Central Louisiana
Feed crops 
and
Months : Feedincr : pasture Other* : Total
January 76 — 9.3 85.3
February 7.6 — — 76
March ■ 164 21.7 185.7
April — 117. 8 — 117.8
May — — 9.3 9.3
June .— 781.2 9.3 790.5
July — — 156. 8 156. 8
August — — 156. 8 156.8
September — 248 — 248
October — — 118 118
November 76 — — 76
December 76 — — 76
Total 304 1, 311 481.2 2,096.2
* Other consists of labor used for castrating, spraying, 
worming, vaccination, pasture clipping and fence upkeep.
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Appendix Table 9. Estimated Annual Cost per Acre of
Producing Coastal Bermuda Bay, Model
Beef Farm B, North Central Louisiana
* : Cost per ; Cost per
Item : Amount : unit : Acre
(Dollars)
Fertilizer
N 400 pounds .12 48.00
P 5 0 pounds .09 4.50
K 50 pounds .07 3.50
Labor
Operator1s 6.5 hours - - '
**Hired 11.5 hours .50 5.75
Tractor 8.6 hours .59 5.07
Twine 8.98
Prorated Costs*** 5.10
Total Costs 80. 90
* No charge is made for the operator's labor.
** Labor is hired to load and unload hay.
*** Established cost prorated over 5 years.
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Appendix Table 10. Estimated Annual Cost per Acre of
Maintaining a Coastal Bermuda Pasture 
Mixture, Model Beef Farm B, North Central 
Louisiana
Item : Amount
: Cost per 
• : unit
: Cost per 
: Acre
(Dollars)
Rye Grass 10 pounds .11 1.10
Ammonium Nitrate 400 pounds 4.10 16.40
0-14-14 500 pounds 2.10 10.50.
Labor
. *Operator1s 2.6 hours - -
Tractor 1.7 hours .59 1.00
i f kFencing .34
Clipping . 28
 ̂ ^Prorated Costs 9. 97
Total Costs 39.59
* No charge is made for operator's labor.
** Fencing charge is an average of fencing costs of Six 
Beef Cattle Farms.
*** clipping charge is an average of clipping costs of Six 
Beef Cattle Farms.
**** prorated charge is the establishment cost prorated 
over 5 years.
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Appendix Table 11. Estimated Annual Cost per Acre of
Establishing a Coastal Bermuda Hay 
Meadow, Model Beef Farm B, North Central 
Louisiana
Item : Amount
: Cost per 
: unit




Sprigs 4.bushels 1.00 4. 00
Ammonium Nitrate 400 pounds 4.10 16.40
0-14-14 500 pounds 2.10 10.50
Lime 1 ton 6.50 6.50
Labor
*Operator's 9.3 hours - -
Tractor 4.7 .59 2.77
Total Costs 40.17
* No charge is made for operator's labor.
** Under the cost-share arrangement $14.65 of the total 
cost will be paid by the Agricultural Conservation 
Program.
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Appendix Table 12. Estimated Cost per Acre of Establishing
a Coastal Bermuda Pasture Mixture,
Model Beef Farm B,- North Central Louisiana
Item : Amount :
Cost per 
unit
: Cost per 
: Acre
Coastal Bermuda 
Sprigs 4 bushels 1. 00
(Dollars)
4. 00
White Clover - ■3 pounds .86 2.58
Rye Grass 10 pounds .11 ■ li1 0 .
Ammonium Nitrate 400 pounds 4.10 16.40
0-14-14 5 00 pounds 2.10 10.50-
Limestone 1 ton 6.50 6.50
ifLabor 10.3 hours - -
Tractor , • 4.7 hours . 59 2.77
2-4—D .•75 pounds 1.12 . 84
Total Costs 44. 69
* No charge is made for operator's labor.
** Under the cost-share arrangement $17.25 of the total 
cost will .be paid by the Agricultural Conservation 
Program.
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Appendix Table 13. Total Hours of Labor Used Monthly, Model
Beet Farm B, North Central Louisiana
Months : Feeding :
Feed crops &. 
pasture : Other* : Total
January 134.8
(Hours)
17. 0 151. 8
February 134.8 — — 134.8
March — 28.5 17. 0 45.5
April 142 . 0 22.7 164:7
May — 359.1 17. 0 376.1
June — — 159.0 159. 0
July — 501.1 17. 0 518.1
August — — 100.8 100.8
September — , 142.0 — 142. 0
October — 330.6 —  • 330.6
November 134.8 —  . — 134.8
December 134.8 — % 134.8
Total 539. 2 1,503.3 350.5 2,393.0
* Other consists of labor used for castrating, spraying, 
worming, vaccination, pasture clipping, and fence main­
tenance.
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Appendix Table 14. Estimated Annual Cost Per Acre of
Establishing and Maintaining an 
Oat Winter Pasture, Model Dairy 




Cost per : Total cost 





3 bushels 1.56 4.68
N 96 pounds . 12 11.52
P 47 pounds .09 4.23
K
Labor*
47 pounds . 07 3.29
Operator 5.4 hours — —
Hired** 5.0 hours .50 2.50





Total annual cost 31.93
* No charge is made for the operator's labor.
** Labor is hired for the hay harvesting operation.
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Appendix Table 15. Estimated Annual Cost Per Acre of
Establishing and Maintaining a Millet 
Temporary Summer Pasture, Model Dairy 
Farm A, North Central Louisiana
Item : Amount :






Millet 29 pounds 10 2. 90
Fertilizer
N 63 pounds . 12 7.56
P 28 pounds . 09 2.52
K 28 pounds • 07 1.96
Labor*
Operator 3.6 hours -
Tractor 3.6 hours .59 2.12
Fencing . 33
Total annual cost ' 17. 39
* No charge is made for the operator's labor.
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Appendix Table 16. Estimated Annual Cost Per Acre to
Establish Common Bermuda Pasture 
Mixture, Model Dairy Farm A, North 
Central Louisiana
Item : Amount
: Cost per : Total cost 
: unit : per acre
(Dollars)
Seed
Kobe Lespedeza . 25 pounds .24 6. 00
Crimson Clover 12 pounds .30 3.60
Fertilizer
N 23 pounds .12 ‘ 2.76
P 2 2 pounds .09 1.98
K 22 pounds . 07 1.54
Lime 1 ton 6.50 6.50
Labor
Operator* 1.6 hours - -
Tractor 1.6 hours .59 .94
Total cost** 23. 32
* No charge is made for the operator’s labor.
** Under the cost-share arrangement 11.81 of the total cost 
will be paid for by the Agricultural Conservation Program.
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Appendix Table 17. Estimated Annual Cost Per Acrfe of
Maintenance of a Common Bermuda 
Pasture Mixture, Model Dairy Farm A, 
North Central Louisiana
Item' : Amount :
Cost per 
unit




N 2 3 pounds .12 2.76
P 2 2 pounds .09 1. 98
K 22 pounds . 07 1.54
Labor
Operator* . .5 hours




Total annual cost 9.60
* No charge is made for the operator's labor.
** Clipping charge is an average of clipping costs of 
five dairy farmers.
*** Fencing charge is an average of fencing costs of six 
dairy farmers. .
**** Prorated charge is the establishment cost prorated 
over five years.
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Appendix Table 18. Estimated Annual Cost per Acre of
Maintaining an Acre of Unimproved 
Pasture and Woodland Pasture, Model 
Dairy Farm A, North Central Louisiana
Pasture










* Clipping charge is an average of clipping costs of five
dairy farms.
** Fencing charge is an average of fencing costs of six
dairy farms.
*** Prorated charge is cost of applying one ton of lime
prorated over seven years.
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Appendix Table 19. Annual Labor Requirements for the
Operation of .Model Dairy Farm A,
North Central Louisiana
z z Pasture z •
Month : Milking* : and hay z Other** • Total
(Hours)
January 237. 9 — 33. 5 271.4
February 237. 9 9.0 33. 5 280.4
March 237. 9 29.0 10. 6 277.5
April 237. 9 20.0 10.1 268. 0
May 237. 9 164. 3 11.1 413. 3
June 237. 9 245. 7 11.1 494.7
July 237. 9 9.0 11.1 258. 0
August 237.9 - 30. 2 268.1
September 237. 9 88. 0 11.6 337.5
October 237.9 - 39.1 277.0
November 237. 9 - 33. 5 271.4
December 237.9 20. 0 33. 5 291.4
Total 2,854.8 585. 0 268.9 3,708.7
* Includes all operations in the dairy building.
** Includes fence maintenance, pasture clipping, spraying, 
replacement heifer and dry cow feeding.
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Appendix Table 2 0. Estimated Annual Cost Per Acre of
Establishing and Maintaining a Millet 
Temporary Summer Pasture, Model Dairy 
Farm B, North Central Louisiana
Item : Amount :
Cost per 
unit




Millet 25 pounds . 10 2. 50
Fertilizer
N 100 pounds . 12 . 12.00
P 48 pounds .09 4. 32
K 48 pounds . 07 3. 36
Labor
Operator 3.6 hours — —
Tractor 3.6 hours . 59 2.12
Fencing . 33
Total planting cost 24.63
Harvesting for silage
Cutting 11.6 tons 1. 50 17.40
Hauling & unloading -=
Tractor 7.3 hours .59 4.31
Labor** 4.5 hours .50 ' 2.25
Total harvesting cost 23.96
* Adapted from C. M. Woolf, Resource Requirements and 
Returns for a. Familv-Size Dairy Farm (Unpublished 
Thesis, Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University,
January, 1960),p . 5 8 . ’
** Assumes 2.8 hours of harvesting labor supplied by 
operator.
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Appendix Table 21. Estimated Annual Cost Per Acre of
Establishing and Maintaining a Winter 











Oats 3 bushels 1.53 4. 59
Rye grass 10 pounds 1.10
Crimson clover 10 pounds .30 3. 00
Fertilizer
N . 100 pounds . 12 12.00
P 48 pounds . 09 4.32 '
K 48 pounds . 07 ' 3.36
Labor
Operator 4.1 hours — —
Tractor 3.5 hours .59 2.06
Fencing .33
Total planting costs 30.76
Harvesting for iesilage
Cutting 8.6 tons 1.50 12.90
Hauling & unloading
Tractor 5.7 hours .59 3.36
Labor** 2.9 hours .50 1.45
Total harvesting cost 17.71
* Adapted from C. M. Woolf, Resource Requirements and 
Returns for a. Family-Size Dairy Farm (Unpublished 
Thesis, Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University,
January, 1960), p. 58.
** Assume 2.8 hours of harvesting labor supplied by operator.
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Appendix Table 22. Annual Labor Requirements for the
Operation of Model Dairy Farm B,
North Central Louisiana
Month : Milking* :
Pasture hay ■ : 




February 186 17.5 30.4 2 03. 5
March .186 72. 0 9.7 267. 7
April 186 - 40. 9 226. 9
May 186 92.2 8.9 287.1
June 186 64.4 9.4 259.8
July 186 46. 6 10.3 242.9
August 186 43.8 9.4 239.2
September 186 138.5 10.1 334.6
October 186 . 47. 3 9.4 242.7
November 186 17. 5 30.4 233. 9
December 186 - 50.4 236. 4
Total 2, 232 539.8 249. 7 3,021.5
* Includes all operations in the dairy building.
** Labor for cutting silage is not included. The silage 
cutting operation is assumed to be custom hired.
*** Includes fence maintenance, pasture clipping, spraying, 
replacement heifers and dry cow feeding.
Appendix Table 2 3.
Item














Thinning and hoeing 
Harvesting 
Ginning












































Appendix Table 24. Estimated Annual Cost and Returns per Acre’ for the Corn Enterprise,




Seed 10 pounds .22 2.20
Fertilizer
N ‘ 66 pounds .12 7.92
P 30 pounds . 09 2.70
K 27 pounds .07 . 1.89
Lime (prorated over seven years) .93
Labor (preharvest) 5.8 hours - -
Tractor (preharvest) 5.8 hours . .59 3.42
Labor (harvest) 8.0 hours .50 4.00
Tractor (harvest) 1.4 hours .59 .83
Total cash, expenses 23.89
Returns ■
Corn 43 bushels ' 1.10 47.30 .
Net Returns 23.41 •
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Appendix Table 25. ’ Annual Estimated Labor Require­
ments for the Operation of Model
Cotton Farm,. North Central Louisiana
*  _______________ Enterprise_______________
Month - .  : ~ Cotton : Corn ' Livestock 1 Total
(Hours).
January. 26..6 — 22.9 49'. 5
February 53.2 45. 9 24.9 124.0
March - 32.4 ; 22.0 ' 54.,4
April. ' . 102.6 13.5 ' 14. 0 130.1
May 448.4 37. 8 — 486.2
June ' ■ 114.0 :-27.0 ,2.0, 143.0
July 76. 0 - 51.0 127. 0
August - - 2.0 2.0
September 1, 520.0 216. 0 ■ - 1,736.0
October <— 60.0 60.0
November t- ■ — 11.5 11.5
December - — 22.9 22.9
Total • 2,340.8 372.6 232.2 2,946.6














Pasture*** 5.0 acres 11.51 57.55
Feed*-*
Corn 626 bushels .56 350.56
Supplement 7, 290 pounds .052 379.08
Starter 4,640 pounds .055 255.20
Salt 1.4 cwt. 1.49 2.09
Minerals 6.3 cwt. 1.25 7.87
Vaccination 1, 600 c.c. ,016 25.60
Veterinary and medicine**-* 80 head .84 67.20
Depreciation charges of farrowing 




Appendix Table 26. (Continued) Estimated Costs and Returns of Hog Enterprise, Model
General Farm, North Central Louisiana*






Hogs— * 160.0 cwt. 18.00 2,880.00
Net returns 1,369.55
* Enterprise consists of 10 brood sows, 1 boar, 80 pigs.
** Assumes 1.75 acres of corn per head producing 43 bushels- per acre.
*** Based on pastures of sample farms. Pasture mixture consists of rye grass and 
common bermuda fertilized with 200 pounds of 3-12-12 per acre.
*-* Ration was designed to provide nutrients requirements set forth in D.A.E. Circular 
No. 256, Table 8.
**-* Based on cost per head incurred by sample general farms.
**—  Based on sample farm^ valuation of farrowing houses and equipment.
--* Assumes a 20 percent death loss.
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Unimproved pasture 70 acres 1.21 84.70
Improved pasture 28 acres 7.16 200.48
Hay meadow 9 acres 88.44 797.96
Salt 4.6 cwt. 1.49 6.85
Minerals 4.6 cwt. 1.25 5.75
Veterinary fees and medicine** 46 cows . 1.13 51.98
Spray materials and worming** 46 cows .48 19.78
Total cash costs ■ 1,167.50
Returns***
Calves 132.7 cwt. 22.00 2,919.40
Cows (cull) 24.0 cwt. 14.00 336.00
Total returns 3,255.40
Net returns 2,087.90
*Enterprise consists of 41 brood cows, 1 bull, and 37 calves.
Based on farm records of sample beef cattle farms.
***Assumes an 8 percent replacement program, 3 percent death loss and 90 percent calf crop. 211
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Appendix Table 2 8. Annual Estimated Labor Requirements
for tbe Operation of the Model General
Farm, North Central Louisiana
Enterprise
Month :Cotton : Corn : Hoqs : Beef : Total
January 5.6 30.0 22.9 58.5
February 11.2 111.9 - 20.0 24.9 1'70.0
March - 80.4 20.0 22.0 122.4
April 21.6 33.5 10.0 14.0 79.1
May 116.1 93.8 10. 0 : — 219. 9
June 24.0 67.0 10. 0 2.0 103.0
July 16.0 - 10.0. 51.0 77.0
August - - 10. 0 2.0 12.0
September 320.0. 280.0 20. 0 - 620.0
October ~ - 30. 0 60.0 90.0
November - • - 40. 0 11.5 '51.5
December — — 40.0 22.9 62. 9
Total 514. 5 668.6 250. 0 233. 2 1,666.3
Appendix Table 29. Annual Miscellaneous Costs, Six Beef Cattle Farms,.North Central
Louisiana, 1958-59
Item • Farms
: one : Two • Three : Four : Five : Six '
Veterinary fees and 
medicine 57 29 113 64 56 51
Spray materials 5 24 47 37 15 6
Truck and auto expense 501 433 735 390 311 97
Repairs to farm equipment 81 94 240 170 48 38
Breeding fees — 18 ■—  ■ — 20
Hauling charges 7 17 60 — —
Other* 33 22 44 35 —
Total 685 620 1, 196 756 489 239
* Includes telephone, electricity, feed grinding, registration of livestock, salt, 
minerals, and extra fuel oil and grease.
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Appendix Table 30. Miscellaneous Costs, Six Dairy Farms, North Central Louisiana,
1958-59
': Farms
Item : One .: Two : Three : Four : Five : Six
Veterinary fees and medicine 140 73
(Dollars) 
135 85 49 30
Spray materials 60 8 15 11 9 20
Truck and auto 317 91 124 294’ 286 319
Repairs to equipment 270 138 65 136 88 -
.Breeding fees 472 40 150 206- - 268
Electricity and telephone 937 . 155 138 65 174 180
Supplies 200 11 - 32 17 60
Farm insurance 346 62 24 - - ■
Land rent - - 100 - - 62
Total 1, 742 578 751 829 623 939
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